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ABSTRACT
#Fired: Survivor Reactions to Facebook Firing in Organizations
By
Rachel Omansky
Advisor: Dr. Harold Goldstein
Facebook firing (i.e. employee termination due to social media activity) is a novel type of
termination that has developed in recent decades. Though Facebook firing is becoming
increasingly common, almost no research has been conducted on this practice. Using a multistep, multi-method approach, this dissertation attempted to better define the construct and
examine its implications for inciting negative reactions from surviving employees, or those
employed with the terminated employee at the time of termination, who knew or knew of the
employee but were uninvolved in the incident. Study 1 details an effort to identify Facebook
firing’s characteristics through a case review. In Study 2, surviving employees were interviewed
to identify characteristics pertinent for reactions to this practice. The main study consisted of a
2x2x2 between-subjects, cross-sectional experiment designed to test the main and interactive
effects of three characteristics (i.e. post job-relatedness, post authorship, organizational
transparency) on survivor fairness and privacy invasion perceptions, as well as the main effect of
organizational transparency on survivor organizational trust. Main study hypotheses were largely
unsupported, suggesting the characteristics examined had no impact on survivor privacy invasion
perceptions, organizational trust, or fairness perceptions. However, exploratory analyses suggest
the characteristics examined are differentially important for justice sub-dimensions (i.e.,
distributive, procedural, and informational justice). As this dissertation was among the first to
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examine Facebook firing, results improve our understanding of Facebook firing and highlight
promising areas for future research. Theoretical and practical implications are discussed.
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In 2018, former New York State Council on the Arts Program Director Susan Peirez was
terminated after to a video of her berating a fellow passenger and flight attendant on an
airplane went viral on Facebook. The video, posted by Marissa Rundell, shows Peirez
threatening an air hostess’s job for refusing to move Peirez from her seat next to Rundell
and her baby. The hostess eventually has Peirez removed from the plane for screaming at
Rundell and her baby. A spokeswoman for the organization commented, ‘State
employees are and must be held to the highest standard both professionally and
personally,’ (Horton & Eltagouri, 2018).
In 2009, an anonymous source emailed Apalachee High School to complain about a
photo of English teacher Ashley Paine with a glass of wine and a pint of beer in her hands
that was on Payne’s personal Facebook page. Payne, whose Facebook profile was set to
private and who had posted the pictures on her summer vacation, was forced to resign
(“Teacher sacked”, 2011).
The cases summarized above are just a few examples of instances in which an employee
was terminated due to his/her activity on social media sites including, but not limited to,
Facebook, Instagram, Twitter, Snapchat, LinkedIn, and YouTube (hereafter referred to as
“Facebook firing”, O’Connor & Schmidt, 2015). Facebook firing is a novel type of termination
that has developed in recent decades as a result of the advancement of communication
technology and social media sites (Clark & Roberts, 2010; Davison et al., 2011).
Social media has allowed organizations unparalleled access to and awareness of
employee personal information (McFarland & Ployhart, 2015; Sánchez Abril et al., 2012). As
employees are treated as representatives of their organizations (Greysen et al., 2010),
organizations are increasingly being held responsible for and facing consequences of employee
social media activity. For example, harmful employee social media activity could result in
damage to the organization’s reputation or credibility (Dreher, 2014; Flynn, 2012; Greysen et al.,
2010; Sánchez Abril et al., 2012), public relations crises (Dreher, 2014; Flynn, 2012), lawsuits
(Dreher, 2014; Sánchez Abril et al., 2012), release of confidential or proprietary information
(Dreher, 2014), and alienation of customer bases (Kluemper et al., 2016). Thus, organizations
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have a legitimate business interest in engaging in Facebook firing to minimize external backlash
for harmful employee social media activity.
Perhaps unsurprisingly then, Facebook firing is becoming an increasingly common
organizational practice in the United States (Berkelaar et al., 2015; Clark & Roberts, 2010;
Davison et al., 2011). Yet, the information on which these terminations are based is qualitatively
different to that which organizations previously had access in that it may be ethically ambiguous,
innocuous information from employee personal accounts during non-work time (O’Connor &
Schmidt, 2015; Sánchez Abril et al., 2012). Thus, engaging in Facebook firing could result in
internal backlash for organizations, as this practice could incite negative reactions from and
damage relationships with surviving employees.
Surviving employees (hereinafter, survivors) are those employed at the same organization
as the terminated employee at the time of the termination, and who knew or knew of the
terminated employee but were not involved in the incident. Survivors can include, but are not
limited to, coworkers, peers, and subordinates (Brockner, 1990; Brockner et al., 1986; Mishra &
Spreitzer, 1998). Based on Skarlicki and Kulik’s (2005) Third-party Reactions to Employee
Mistreatment model, which will be explained in detail below, survivors can vicariously learn
about the treatment they can expect from organizations through witnessing terminations. Such
instances impact their fairness perceptions and subsequent reactions (e.g., investment of
resources in the organization, retaliation behaviors, Brockner & Greenberg, 1990; Skarlicki et
al., 1998; Skarlicki & Kulik, 2005), which can be damaging to organizations (O’Connor &
Schmidt, 2015; Kulik et al., 2012; Skarlicki & Kulik, 2005).
Extending Skarlicki and Kulik’s model to Facebook firing, Facebook firing represents a
change in organizational decision-making regarding terminations and signifies a redrawing of
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traditional norms regarding personal and work boundaries that will likely have implications for
survivors. As such, it is important to understand whether and how this practice might invoke
survivor reactions that are detrimental to organizations. Thus, Facebook firings are a timely and
pertinent area for academic research.
To date, almost no empirical research has been conducted on Facebook firings. Two
exceptions include a study by Valentine et al. (2010) and an unpublished master’s thesis by
Bishop (2015), which are detailed in the literature review that follows. This initial research
suggests that a) employees form negative perceptions of organizations for Facebook firing, b)
Facebook firing has multiple characteristics, and c) employee perceptions of Facebook firing
vary based on these characteristics. Because research is in its infancy, several large gaps still
exist in our knowledge of this practice. For instance, the construct of Facebook firing and its
nomological network are not yet well defined. As such, little is known about how employees
react when they are employed at the organization engaging in Facebook firing and how or why
their reactions might vary.
The present study aims to advance our understanding of the practice of Facebook firing
and its implications for survivor reactions in several ways. First, this study will expand our
understanding of the characteristics that comprise Facebook firing and will focus on three
characteristics specifically: post job-relatedness, post authorship, and organizational
transparency. Post job-relatedness is defined as the relevance of the content of a social media
post for which an employee is terminated to the content of the employee’s job or performance of
the job (adapted from Gilliland, 1993). Post authorship refers to the source of the social media
post for which the employee was terminated, specifically whether the post was authored by the
employee or someone else. Consistent with prior research, organizational transparency is
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defined as intentionally sharing information in a clear, timely, accessible manner regarding the
organization’s practice of monitoring and using employee social media as a basis for disciplinary
action (Berkelaar, 2014; Gilliland, 1993; Schnackenberg & Tomlinson, 2016). In contrast, nontransparency would consist of covertly monitoring and using social media as a basis for
disciplinary action (i.e. intentionally withholding information about their practices).
Second, to understand whether and how survivor reactions are shaped by characteristics
of Facebook firing, this study will demonstrate how the aforementioned characteristics
differentially impact three survivor reactions: fairness perceptions, privacy invasion perceptions,
and organizational trust. Specifically, I examine the direct, independent effects of post jobrelatedness, post-authorship, and organizational transparency on fairness and privacy invasion
perceptions, as well as the direct effect of organizational transparency on organizational trust.
Fairness perceptions refer to survivors’ overall evaluation of whether it was fair or just
for their organization to fire an employee for social media activity.1 Facebook firing should
result in higher survivor fairness perceptions when a post is job-related or employee-authored, or
when the organization is transparent compared to when a post is job-unrelated or other-authored,
or when the organization is non-transparent. Privacy invasion perceptions are defined as survivor
perceptions that their organization’s data monitoring, collection, and usage policies and practices
are illegitimate, encroach upon employee control over personal information on social media, and
violate personal expectations for such practices (Alge et al., 2006; Stone & Stone-Romero,
1998). Facebook firing should result in lower privacy invasion perceptions when a post is jobrelated or employee-authored, or when the organization is transparent compared to when a post
is job-unrelated or other-authored, or when the organization is non-transparent.

1

The terms “fairness” and “justice” are used interchangeably in this paper when referring to general perceptions.
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Organizational trust is defined as a psychological state that consists of the willingness to
be vulnerable to the organization based on positive expectations of the organization’s intentions
or behavior toward the individual (Mayer et al., 1995; Rousseau et al., 1998; Schnackenberg &
Tomlinson, 2006). I examine whether Facebook firing results in higher organizational trust when
the organization is transparent than when it is non-transparent.
Third, according to Skarlicki and Kulik (2005), survivors consider a multitude of factors
when forming appraisals and attitudes, including characteristics of the situation, the parties
involved (i.e. the organization and terminated employee), and survivor characteristics. Thus, I
specifically examine how a) post job-relatedness and post authorship, b) post job-relatedness and
organizational transparency, and c) post authorship and organizational transparency interact to
differentially impact survivor fairness and privacy invasion perceptions. Full hypotheses and
research questions are outlined in detail later.
To achieve these aims, I use a multi-step, multi-method approach. First, I review and
qualitatively coded instances of Facebook firing from popular media articles, legal case studies,
and academic reviews to understand a) the characteristics of Facebook firing, including where,
why, for what, and to whom Facebook firing occurs, b) how these characteristics vary, and c)
outcomes of Facebook firing. Next, I conduct semi-structured interviews with a small sample of
survivors to gain a richer understanding of their perceptions of and reactions to social media
based disciplinary action. Finally, the main study consists of a 2x2x2 between-subjects, crosssectional experiment that examines the aforementioned Facebook firing characteristics (i.e. post
job-relatedness, post authorship, organizational transparency) and survivor reactions (i.e. fairness
perceptions, privacy invasion perceptions, organizational trust). This main study sought to
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empirically establish the main and interactive relationships between these focal independent and
dependent variables.
An improved understanding of Facebook firing’s characteristics and their impact on
survivors’ reactions bears several important theoretical and practical contributions. From a
theoretical perspective, this dissertation was one of the first studies to examine this novel type of
termination. The use of a multi-method, multi-study empirical approach allowed for a rich,
strategic, rigorous investigation of Facebook firing. For instance, through the two qualitative
studies conducted, I identified characteristics of Facebook firing, including a number that had not
previously been examined in research, which helped to expand our understanding and definition
of the construct. These studies also aided the identification of variables that were potentially in
Facebook firing’s nomological network. In doing so, these studies illuminated characteristics and
survivor reactions ripe for further examination, which permitted a more strategic approach to the
selection of variables for the main study than those used in extant work on Facebook firing.
The third, main study helped to begin establishing Facebook firing’s nomological
network and illuminate how survivors perceive this novel practice. Specifically, this dissertation
examined how the three Facebook firing characteristics of interest differentially impact three
outcomes: fairness and privacy invasion perceptions, organizational trust. As such, this research
is pertinent for theory development and can provide a roadmap for more systematic investigation
of Facebook firing. This roadmap can stimulate future research and improve our understanding
of the modern work environment, thereby beginning to answer several calls for research on
Facebook firing (e.g., Black & Johnson, 2012; Davison et al., 2011; Dreher, 2014; Kluemper et
al., 2016).
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From a practical perspective, guidance for organizations on Facebook firings is limited.
As such, this research begins to bridge the scientist-practitioner gap and offers organizations
empirically based guidance for minimizing unintended blowback from Facebook firing. For
example, organizations have typically taken an external focus when Facebook firing in an
attempt to minimize the fallout from harmful employee social media activity (e.g., preventing
reputational damage or customer loss) and legally protect themselves. There has been a lack of
consideration of how Facebook firing influences survivor reactions to this practice, which is
concerning because of their potential to hurt the organization’s bottom line (Brockner, 1988;
Brockner, 1986; Brockner, 1990; Skarlicki & Folger, 1997). Thus, this study can guide
organizations in altering their practices to garner positive survivor perceptions.
This research can also inform organizations’ attempts to proactively set expectations and
guidelines for employees regarding social media use through the creation of social media
policies. Existing advice on creation of these policies and aspects they should include is largely
unfounded (e.g., Clark & Roberts, 2010; Elzweig & Peeples, 2009, Johnston, 2015). As this
research empirically examines characteristics of Facebook firings often addressed in such
policies (e.g., organizational transparency, content monitored, and repercussions of policy
violations), it may offer insight into whether these characteristics matter for survivor perceptions
and thus, dictate policies created about them.
In what follows, I provide an overview of the limited empirical research on Facebook
firing conducted to date. Next, I summarize the first two steps of this study, which consisted of a
qualitative analysis of Facebook firing cases and semi-structured interviews with survivors of
Facebook firing. Subsequently, I summarize the theory and supporting literature for the main
study. I then propose my hypotheses and research questions, describe the methodology for the
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main study, and discuss the results. I conclude with an overall discussion of the research
conducted, including key inferences, limitations, contributions, and ideas for future research.
Overview of Facebook Firing
Facebook firing is defined as terminating an employee due to his/her activity on social
media sites including, but not limited to, Facebook, Instagram, Twitter, Snapchat, Tumblr,
Reddit, LinkedIn, and YouTube (O’Connor & Schmidt, 2015). Industrial-Organizational
Psychology has been slow to examine this practice and empirical research has been limited. One
exception is a vignette study by Valentine et al., (2010) that examined third-party perceptions of
the ethicality of a fictional manager’s decision to fire an employee for blogging based on
whether the blogging was work or non-work related. Participants perceived terminating
employees for innocuous blogging as more unethical than for work-related blogging and reported
lower intentions to terminate the employee themselves if they were put in the manager’s
position. A second exception is an unpublished master’s thesis that examined how privacy
invasiveness, negative posts, and posts qualifying as concerted activity (i.e. conversations
between public sector employees on social media about working conditions that may be
protected from employer retaliation) impacted employed individuals’ fairness perceptions of
social media monitoring by organizations (Bishop, 2015).
This initial research suggests that a) employees may form negative perceptions of
organizations for Facebook firing, b) Facebook firing has multiple characteristics, and c)
employee perceptions vary based on these characteristics. However, several large gaps still exist
in our knowledge and understanding of this practice. As a select few characteristics and
outcomes of Facebook firing have been examined, the construct and its nomological network are
not yet well defined. Additionally, as the aforementioned studies focused on organizational
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outsiders’ perceptions of this practice, it is unclear whether individuals’ reactions to this practice
might differ when they are employed at the organization engaging in Facebook firing. Overall,
then, this review demonstrates a need for additional empirical investigation into and an improved
understanding of Facebook firing. Thus, I conducted a more in-depth, systematic study of the
most common source of information on Facebook firing, case examples, as a first step to gain a
deeper understanding of the construct.
Case Review Method
Several methods were used to collect cases for this review. First, I conducted a manual
search for mentions of cases in the other sources (i.e. empirical articles, discussions, legal
reviews, and business articles) that were reviewed as part of the literature review for this study.
Second, I reviewed bibliographical lists of these articles to identify initial sources that might
contain more information or additional cases.
Third, I conducted a computerized search on Google and Google Scholar using a variety
of terms to collect additional cases, including, but not limited to: “Facebook firing”, “Facebook
fired”, “social media terminations”, “social media firing cases”, “social media firing”, “fired for
social media”, “fired over/for Snapchat/Twitter/Facebook/Instagram post”, “employee + fired +
social media”, “fired + Snapchat/Facebook/Twitter/Instagram/YouTube”, and “employee
disciplined for social media”. Such cases were often briefly covered in popular media lists such
as Buzzfeed, Huffington Post. In these instances, I searched for a popular or news media article
on each case to gather more detail. Fourth, I searched on social media sites using the same terms
used for the Google searches, including Instagram, Twitter, Facebook, Reddit, LinkedIn, and
YouTube. I conducted backwards searches on articles found through computerized searches as
well to identify similar articles or cases tagged, referenced, or suggested in these sources.
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As my search spanned different types of sources, there were some instances in which
multiple articles referenced the same case. This occurred for example, when a case was
mentioned in both a legal review and in a popular media article that listed instances of Facebook
firing. As the goal of this review was to develop an understanding of Facebook firing, the source
containing more information was reported. In the event that a source containing a duplicated case
also contained information on other cases, the source was retained to report on the nonduplicated cases.
Criteria for Inclusion
The following criteria were used for determining which cases to include in this review: a)
the employee’s behavior had to be shared on social media, b) the article had to state that the
organization took punitive action, c) the punitive action had to consist of a change in employee
status (e.g., demotion, termination, re-assignment) or come at a cost to the employee (e.g.,
monetary fine, suspension without pay). For example, cases in which the employee was
reprimanded or required to issue an apology as punitive action were not included. Based on this
review, 212 cases of disciplinary action for employee social media use were identified.
Coding Procedure
The purpose of this review was to develop an understanding of the characteristics of
Facebook firing, including where, why, for what, and to whom Facebook firing occurs, how
these characteristics vary, and the construct’s nomological network, including consequences of
Facebook firing. In line with this aim, articles that met the criteria for inclusion were reviewed
and qualitatively coded using a multi-step process.
First, articles were reviewed to understand which variables were most commonly
explicitly addressed that could shed light on the characteristics and outcomes of Facebook firing.
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Once an initial variable list was developed, definitions were drafted for each variable. Next,
articles were reviewed several times to develop coding categories and rules for each variable
based on its definition. These categories were then reviewed and refined for clarity and to
eliminate redundancies. Then, articles were re-reviewed and coded according to the rules and
categories developed. Once the initial round of coding was completed, categories were reviewed
to determine whether they could be combined, eliminated (e.g. based on low frequency),
reworded, or where additional categories needed to be developed and updated accordingly. In
addition to the variables that were explicitly mentioned in the articles, three variables were not
explicitly noted in the articles reviewed were created based on information and themes identified
through this review (industry, employee misbehavior, and misbehavior theme). The definition
and coding processes were repeated for these variables.
Variables Included in Review
The final list of variables to address where, when, and to whom Facebook firing
occurred included job location, year the incident occurred, post occurrence (i.e. on vs. off-work),
organization, employee age, job, and industry, respectively. Variables that related to how
Facebook firing occurred included social media site, post discovery, source of the post, company
social media policy, and post privacy level. Variables addressing the question of why Facebook
firing occurred consisted of employee misbehavior, and misbehavior theme. Outcomes identified
included disciplinary action, legal action, company response, and backlash. Unless otherwise
indicated, if a value was not specified in the article, the case was coded as “not specified” for that
variable. If a variable was not relevant for a particular case, that variable was coded as “N/A”, or
not applicable.
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Organization. Organization refers to the name of the organization at which the
disciplined employee in each case was employed.
Job Location. Job location was operationalized as the state (for U.S. cases) or country in
which the employee worked.
Year. Year refers to the year in which the incident occurred. Articles were examined up
to and inclusive of 2019. In some cases, the post for which the employee was disciplined
occurred in a prior year to the disciplinary action, such as when third parties resurface or reshare
old posts. Additionally, in some cases, the disciplinary action was administered in a different
year than that in which the incident occurred, such as cases where legal action or investigations
were pursued. In both of these cases, the year reported denotes the year the incident was raised,
as this was typically when the organization began disciplinary proceedings.
Number of Employees Disciplined. I report on whether one employee or multiple
employees were disciplined in each case. In a few cases, multiple employees were terminated or
disciplined. Such cases varied with respect to how they were reported, for example based on
whether employees were involved in the same incident at the same time or if an investigation
occurred prior to the disciplinary decision. In cases where the employees’ disciplinary action was
discussed in the same source, only once source was used. Otherwise, a second source was
reported for the remaining employee(s).
Employee Age. Employee age was in years reported at the time the incident occurred, if
mentioned in the source. Age was not reported for cases in which multiple employees were
terminated, as this information was largely unavailable in these instances.
Job. The job from which the employee was terminated was initially coded as the job as
stated in the article (e.g., “soccer player”), which resulted in the identification of 101 jobs. Upon
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reviewing and refining the coding scheme, certain job categories were revised and combined
where possible to allow for easier comparison across similar jobs. An example is that ‘high
school teacher’, ‘substitute teacher’, and ‘English teacher’ were revised to the category ‘teacher’.
This resulted in a final total of 63 job categories.
Industry. Industry was inferred based on the organization at which the employee was
employed. In the event that the organization was unavailable, but the job was available, industry
was inferred based on job.
Social Media Site. Social media site refers to the site or medium on which the post was
discovered by the organization. In some cases, the employee posted on one social media site
(e.g., Snapchat) and the post was screenshotted and shared by followers onto a different site
(e.g., Facebook), where it then gained notoriety and was discovered by the organization. In these
instances, the latter site was recorded. For instances in which a post was shared on multiple sites,
all sites mentioned were reported unless the article specified the site on which the post was
discovered by the organization.
Post Occurrence. Post occurrence was defined as whether the post occurred while the
disciplined employee was at work and/or during work time (codes: Yes; No; Not Specified).
Source of Post. Post source was defined as who shared the post over which the employee
was terminated. In some cases, the post was generated by the employee but reshared by others
(e.g., followers on social media, family members). In such cases, the source of the post was
derived from the version off of which the organization took action, as reported in the article.
Post Privacy Level. Privacy level denotes whether the post discovered by the
organization was private or public, as stated in the article (codes: Private; Public; Not Specified).
In cases in which the employee was disciplined for content they posted themselves, the privacy
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level refers to their post. In instances in which someone else posted about the employee or
reshared the employee’s post, privacy level refers to that of the poster/sharer. Thus, in some
cases the employee’s initial post may have been private, but a follower reshared the employee’s
post publicly, resulting in a code of “public”. This coding scheme was adapted because
information on the employee’s privacy level was often unavailable based on how the post was
discovered.
Disciplinary Action. This variable refers to the disciplinary action exacted upon the
offending employee(s) by the organization. Example categories include termination, suspension,
demotion, and resignation/forced resignation.
Employee Misbehavior. Employee misbehavior was inferred from the articles and
operationalized as the type of harmful social media behavior in which the employee engaged that
resulted in disciplinary action. Some examples of misbehavior categories include badmouthing
customers, lewd act/nudity, racism, and posted confidential information.
Misbehavior Theme. Employee misbehaviors were grouped into themes. For example,
posts consisting of sexist, racist, homophobic, or bigoted commentary, pictures, or videos were
clustered under the category of “Hate Speech”. As with employee misbehaviors, misbehavior
themes were not explicitly stated in the articles.
Post Discovery. Post discovery was defined as the manner or person through which the
organization discovered the post for which the employee was terminated. Sample categories
include “company/superior discovered post”, “employee tagged company/superior in post”, and
“followers reshared post”, with followers referring to the disciplined employee’s followers.
Social Media Policy. Social media policy was operationalized as whether the article
reported that the company had a social media policy in place (codes: Yes; No; Not Specified).
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Backlash. Backlash was operationalized as any reported negative consequences the
employee or employer faced as a result of the employee’s behavior or resulting disciplinary
action. Examples of backlash faced by the company include reputation damage, customer loss, or
being sued by the employee. Examples of backlash faced by the disciplined employee include
being arrested, being “doxed” (i.e. having one’s private information publicly released, often on
social media, as punishment or revenge, Merriam Webster, n.d.), or facing trouble finding
alternative employment.
Company Response. Company response was defined as whether the article mentioned
that the company provided a public response regarding the employee’s social media behavior
and/or resulting disciplinary action (codes: Yes; No; Not specified).
Case Review Results
Results and descriptive statistics from the case review are reported below followed by a
discussion of the insights gleaned from these findings.
Organization
The large majority of organizations were only reported to have engaged in one instance
of Facebook firing or other social media-based disciplinary action (Mode = 1). One exception
was Little Rock Police Department, which terminated three employees at separate times based on
the same investigation into officers’ historical use of racial slurs in posts (Brantley, 2018). There
are a number of possible explanations for the low frequency with which organizations were
mentioned in the case review. For example, one conclusion is that the practice has a low base
rate within organizations. Another conclusion is that such instances might be reported
infrequently, for example, if they are handled discretely or internally. Alternatively, following an
indiscretion, organizations may take corrective measures to reduce the likelihood that employees
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would engage in harmful social media activity in the future (e.g., creation of social media
policies, social media training courses).
Job Location
Of the 212 cases of social media-based disciplinary action reviewed, the majority of cases
occurred in the United States (n = 157, 74%). In comparison, 7% occurred internationally and
18% of articles did not specify the location of the case. The highest incidence of cases in the U.S.
occurred in New York (11%), California (8%) and Florida (7%), though cases were reported
throughout the U.S.
Year
Consistent with research illustrating the increase in social media use over time, reports of
social media-based disciplinary action increased over time. The earliest cases were found in
2004, with only two cases reported, compared to 32 cases reported in 2017 and 26 reported in
2018. The same pattern was found when looking solely at terminations, with 2 cases reported in
2004 and 23 reported in 2018 (see Table 1).
Number of Employees Disciplined
Ninety-five percent of cases reported (n = 202) depicted single employees being
disciplined for social media use, while only 5% of cases included multiple employees (n = 10,
see Table 1). This suggests that Facebook firing tend to be smaller in scale and largely consist of
individual terminations.
Employee Age
The majority of articles about individual employees did not specify employee age (n =
148, 70%, see Table 1). Of the 54 articles that did report on employee age, age ranged from 16 to
54 years (M = 29.13 years, sd = 1.57 years). Employees were divided into age groups to allow
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for more meaningful comparison, with groups consisting of those aged 16-20, 21-30, 31-40, 4150, 51-54 (see Table 1). Fifty-nine percent of cases occurred with employees aged 21-30, with
the second highest occurrence for employees aged 31-40 (19%).
Industry and Job
The frequency breakdown of industries and jobs of employees who were disciplined for
social media can be found in Table 2. Of the 212 cases reviewed, instances of Facebook firing
and other discipline were most commonly reported in three industries: Educational Services (n =
45, 21%), Health Care and Social Assistance (n = 42, 20%), and Arts, Entertainment, and
Recreation (n = 39, 18%). Jobs coded under Educational Services included, but were not limited
to teachers, professors, and daycare workers. Health Care and Social Assistance included, but
was not limited to nurses, emergency workers (EMTs/Paramedics), police, firefighters, and
elderly caretakers. Jobs coded under Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation include celebrities
(e.g., actors news/TV anchors), professional athletes, and editors (e.g., social media editors), for
example (see Table 2).
The jobs most commonly reported in the articles reviewed included teachers and
professors (n = 28, 62% of Educational Services), police officers (n = 12, 29% of Health Care &
Social Assistance), nurses and nursing assistants (n = 10, 24% of Health Care & Social
Assistance), and editors (n = 12, 31% of Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation). In addition to the
jobs in the most prominent industries, food and beverage servers were frequently reported (n =
12, 46% of Accommodation and Food Services).
Social Media Site
Employees were most frequently disciplined for posts on Twitter (n = 77, 36%) and
Facebook (n = 71, 33%), followed by Snapchat (n = 31, 15%). Interestingly, there were no cases
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in which employees were disciplined for content posted on LinkedIn (see Table 1). This may be
because LinkedIn is a professional social media site (Aguado, Rico, Rubio, & Fernández, 2016)
and thus, individuals conduct themselves in a professional manner, as they would at work.
Post Occurrence
Of cases that reported where and when the social media content was posted (n = 184),
more than half involved employees being disciplined for social media activity conducted outside
of work and during off-work time (n = 100, 54%, Table 1). In part, this may be explained by
some employees’ inability to use social media while working.
Source of Post
In 84% of cases, employees were disciplined for content they posted themselves (n =
179). Of the 33 cases in which someone other than the employee was the source of the post, the
most common sources were organizational stakeholders (n = 12, 39%, 6% of total), including
customers, coworkers, subordinates, and students, followed by strangers observing employee
behavior in public (n = 6, 19%, 3% of total, see Table 1).
Post Privacy Level
The privacy level of the post for which the employee was disciplined was not specified in
53% of cases (n = 113). Of cases that did specify post privacy level, 81% were public (n = 81,
38% of total cases) and 18% were private (n = 18, 8% of total cases). Given the number of
unspecified cases, the conjectures that can be made about the impact of post privacy level as a
characteristic of Facebook firing are limited (Table 1).
Disciplinary Action
In the majority of cases, the employee was terminated for their social media activity (n =
176, 83%). The second most frequent form of disciplinary action was resignations, including
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forced resignations (n = 16). Other types of action included suspension, being investigated, and
contract non-renewal (Table 1).
Misbehavior Theme and Employee Misbehavior
A breakdown of misbehavior themes, employee misbehaviors, and respective frequencies
can be found in Table 3. Employee misbehaviors were categorized and grouped into themes to
gain a better understanding of why organizations fired or disciplined employees for social media
activity. Though misbehaviors and misbehavior themes were mutually exclusive, one incident of
Facebook firing could have involved an employee engaging in multiple misbehaviors that fell
into different misbehavior themes. For example, an employee could have made both sexist and
racist comments in one post. A total of 236 instances of employee misbehaviors were identified.
Seven misbehavior themes were identified from the cases reviewed, including hate speech (n =
69, 33%), badmouthing (n = 53, 25%), conflicting values (n = 6, 3%), endangerment (n = 13,
6%), unprofessional or unbecoming conduct (n = 50, 24%), reputation disassociation (n = 37,
17%), and other (n = 8, 4%).
Disciplinary action most commonly resulted from social media activity containing hate
speech, specifically racism (n = 49) but also sexism and religious bigotry. Badmouthing was the
second most frequent theme. Badmouthing pertained to both work and non-work topics and
people, but employees were most commonly disciplined for badmouthing an aspect of the
organization, such as the company (n = 12), patients, students, or other types of charges (n = 13),
customers (n = 9), coworkers (n = 3), their job (n = 5), and their supervisor (n = 1). The third
most common misbehavior theme identified was unprofessional and unbecoming conduct,
though the type of conduct varied greatly. For example, misbehaviors under this theme ranged
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from violating charges’ privacy (n = 9), to posting confidential information (n = 6), to posting
inappropriate content from a company account (n = 6).
Post Discovery
Information on how the organization discovered the post about the employee was not
specified in 24% of cases (n = 50, see Table 1). For articles that did specify how the organization
discovered the post (n = 162), the most common methods by which the organization discovered
the post included being contacted by social media users (n = 26, 16%), and through direct
discovery by the organization or the employee’ s superior (n = 22, 10.4%). Though less
common, other methods of discovery included posts going “viral” (n = 16, 10%), and being
brought to the organization’s attention by stakeholders including customers, clients, or charges
(e.g., students, patients, n = 17, 10%), or by organizational members such as coworkers (n = 9,
6%).
Social Media Policy
In most cases, the article did not specify whether organizations that disciplined
employees had social media policies in place (n = 145, 68%, see Table 1). However, of the
articles that did specify (n = 67), approximately half of the organizations had a pre-existing
social media policy in place when they disciplined the employee (n = 33, 49% of reported cases,
16% of total cases). This finding is consistent with academic discussions of social media use for
disciplinary action, which estimate that only 39-50% of organizations have social media policies
and/or guidelines (e.g., Johnston, 2015). However, it is tempered by the low incidence rate with
which articles mentioned existence of such policies. In 4 instances, organizations were reported
to have created or revised existing social media policies following these incidents, suggesting
organizations might take preventative action to avoid additional cases of Facebook firing.
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Backlash
Types of backlash resulting from the cases reviewed and their frequencies are depicted in
Table 4. Facebook firing and other disciplinary action resulted in further repercussions in 45% of
the 212 cases reviewed (n = 96). Within these 96 cases, 115 instances of backlash were reported,
as several cases resulted in multiple negative outcomes. The organization experienced backlash
in 58% of cases reported (n = 67) and this came from both the disciplined or terminated
employee directly and from other sources. With respect to cases where the organization faced
backlash from the employee, the employee took legal action against the organization in 31% of
these cases (n = 21). Moreover, distal negative outcomes resulting from this legal action included
organizations having to reinstate (n = 4) or compensate employees (n = 5), suggesting that this
practice can be costly to organizations. Given the potential financial impact of Facebook firing, it
is critical to understand how organizations can navigate this practice to prevent or mitigate such
costs.
In addition to legal action, disciplined employees also took to badmouthing the
organization on social media, though this only occurred in two instances. Rather, it was more
common for the organization to receive backlash from other sources, including the general public
and social media users, customers, and other employees (n = 34, 51%). In particular,
organizations faced public complaints regarding both treating the employee too harshly or
pushing for further discipline (n = 21), were threatened and received hate mail (n = 7),
experienced customer loss (n = 5) and loss of additional employees (n = 1). Such backlash
suggests that disciplining employees for social media may be costly for organizations in other
respects as well, such as future business loss, talent loss, and reputational or brand damage. The
range of backlash experienced by organizations also suggests that there is variation in
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perceptions of Facebook firing and in attributions of wrongdoing in such instances, as evidenced
by reports of employees experiencing backlash beyond being disciplined by their organizations.
Though organizations more frequently experienced negative repercussions for
disciplining employees, employees faced backlash in 38% of cases where it was reported (n =
44). In addition to being disciplined by the organization, employees experienced legal
repercussions for their social media activity in 39% of cases in which they experienced backlash
(n = 17), including being sued by the organization (n = 2), employees were investigated (n = 6),
arrested or faced criminal charges (n = 8) and fined (n = 1).
Beyond legal and financial consequences, employee health, safety, and future livelihood
was also negatively impacted in some cases. For example, employees were subject to public
critique and humiliation (n = 7), were threatened and received hate mail (online and offline, n =
2), or had their public information exposed over the internet (n = 1). Notably, though only one
instance of public information release was reported as an outcome of Facebook firing, employee
identities were uncovered in several cases as a means to alert the organization to the employee’s
activity, suggesting this practice was more common than reported. In eight cases, employees
reported feeling compelled to privatize or delete their social media accounts to avoid further
public ire. In four instances, employees reported that their future employment was negatively
impacted as a result of the incidents.
Organizational Response
The organization provided a public response following disciplinary action in the majority
of cases reviewed (n = 136, 64%). The company issued no response in 20% of cases (n = 41) and
17% of cases did not specify whether the organization responded (n = 35, Table 1).
Discussion
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The purpose of this case review was to better understand the construct of Facebook
firing, specifically to begin to define its characteristics and its nomological network. The results
of this review provide initial insight into the questions regarding to whom, where, when, how,
and why Facebook firings occur. What’s more, this review allowed for the identification of a
number of insights and themes that illuminate several paths for further investigation.
First, organizations are increasingly engaging in Facebook firing, as evidenced by the rise
in the number of cases over time. This may, in part, be due to the rise in social media use by
organizations (Pew Research Center, 2019). Organizations might be discovering harmful
employee social media activity because they are already monitoring and using social media to
recruit and cybervet job candidates (i.e. use online information for selection, Berkelaar, 2014).
According to a study conducted by the Society for Human Resource Management (SHRM), 84%
of organizations currently leverage social media sites for recruitment purposes and over one third
of these organizations (36%) reported having disqualified candidates based on concerning
information found online. The top three social media sites leveraged by these organizations were
LinkedIn (96% of organizations that recruit via social media), Facebook (66%), and Twitter
(53%, SHRM, 2016). This is consistent with my finding that the majority of disciplinary action
occurred due to content posted to Facebook and Twitter, suggesting organizations might be more
easily alerted to employee content on these sites.
The increase in Facebook firing might also be attributable to the increase in employee
social media use (Pew Research Center, 2019) and the changing nature of the workforce.
Examination of the age of employees disciplined for social media activity suggests employees
aged 21-40 have the highest risk of being Facebook fired. This finding is unsurprising given that
individuals under 20 years old are less likely to be employed and given that social media use is
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most prominent among individuals aged 18 to 49 and least prominent in adults aged 65 and older
(Pew Research Center, 2019). Yet, this at-risk group constitutes the majority workforce, and the
incoming workforce consists of individuals who grew up around social media.
This is particularly concerning because parallel research on cybervetting provides initial
evidence to suggest that social media use for organizational decision-making provokes negative
reactions among individuals aged 18-40, such as perceptions of privacy invasion, lower
organizational attractiveness (Stoughton, Thompson, & Meade, 2015), and lower fairness
perceptions (Aguado et al., 2015; Drouin et al., 2015; Stoughton et al., 2015). Thus, research on
Facebook firing is critical for better understanding the environment in which organizations will
be engaging in this practice, particularly how it is perceived by the current and future workforce
to whom it applies, as it could have implications for their ability to attract and retain talent.
Through this review, two clear themes arose that provide initial insight into factors that
impact reactions to Facebook firing: organizational boundary crossing and employee agency and
control. As mentioned, Facebook firing is a novel practice that is distinct from traditional
practices in that it involves organizations crossing the work-nonwork boundary to inform
disciplinary decisions in an unprecedented manner. Several organizational and employee
characteristics seemed to impact perceptions of Facebook firing as legitimate, reasonable, or
excusable and resulting reactions to the practice, and therefore merit further study. These
characteristics include post occurrence, existence of social media policy, post discovery,
employee misbehavior, and the employee’s job.
Cases that seemed to garner the most support for the organization were those that were
the most clearly job-related and in which the post occurred in the work domain, such as those
made while the employee was working (e.g., “Ark. Radio Host” 2010; Lee, 2014; Quan, 2013;

24

SURVIVOR REACTIONS TO FACEBOOK FIRING
Readhead, 2016), on company accounts (e.g., McKay, 2018; “Man Fired over Obscene Chrysler
Tweet”, 2011; Wing, 2013), and those that depicted employees blatantly violating rules, failing
to do their job, and behaving inappropriately toward customers and charges (e.g., DeGregory &
Li, 2015; “Taco Bell Employee Pees on Nachos”, 2012). In these cases, the organization was
often alerted by the public, customers, charges, and other employees or due to posts going viral
and the organization faced less, if any, backlash. Though social media activity occurring in the
work domain may be the clearest cut, other characteristics seemed to be more important for
others’ expectations of the organization’s scope of responsibility and relatedly, of when the
organization should discipline employees. These characteristics included organizational
transparency, post discovery, job and type of employee misbehavior.
The majority of cases involved employees being disciplined for activity conducted
outside of work and almost exclusively on employee personal accounts, which suggests a higher
degree of boundary crossing into employee personal lives. Further, there were few reports of
organizations having proactively established a social media policy in such cases. This suggests
that organizations were not transparent or forthcoming with employees about social media
monitoring and that employees might be blindsided by these practices. These cases tended to be
met with more resistance or disapproval toward the organization (e.g., Bort, 2013, O’Connor &
Schmidt, 2015). Notably, though, in some of these cases the organization was called to action by
others. Boundary crossing through consideration of employee personal accounts and a lack of
organizational transparency, then, may be viewed as more reasonable or excusable if
organizations were reacting as opposed to actively policing their employees, as evidenced by the
trend that employees seemed to face more backlash in such cases.
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With respect to job, industry, misbehavior, and misbehavior theme, Facebook firings
were more likely to occur in the Educational Services, Health Care and Social Assistance, and
Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation industries. In particular, the jobs that appeared with the
highest frequency include teachers and professors, nurses and nursing assistants, emergency
workers, police officers, editors, and food/beverage servers.
Regarding teachers, professors, medical professionals, and police officers, it is possible
that these groups are held to a higher standard of off-duty conduct because they are viewed as
revered, high-status jobs and therefore are expected to uphold a higher reputation, act as role
models, and consistently demonstrate adherence to the values and rules of their jobs. Employee
social media activity may indicate value-incongruence between an employee and his/her
organization, in which case the organization may disassociate from the employee to preserve its
reputation and demonstrate commitment to its values. Thus, boundary crossing to monitor and
ensure appropriate behavior might be viewed as excusable and appropriate for these jobs, even
when the behavior in question is legal or more innocuous (e.g., posting about drinking while over
21). This may be because such behavior is considered job-related.
Alternatively, since the inhabitants of these jobs have power over vulnerable members of
the community, the public may be sensitive to social media activity that displays perceived
abuses of this power and unethical or immoral behavior. People may perceive such instances as
relevant for the organization to action on, regardless of whether the behavior occurred outside of
work or pertains to the employee’s job. For example, the most common misbehavior theme for
which police officers and medical professionals were disciplined was hate speech, which often
occurred outside of work. Whereas teachers were commonly disciplined for misbehaviors like
engaging with students in an inappropriate manner both in and outside of work, such as
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endangering them or holding inappropriate relationships (e.g., Chiaramonte, 2010; DeGregory &
Li, 2015; Elizalde, 2018; O’Connor & Schmidt, 2015). Organizations may engage in Facebook
firings in such instances because individuals’ social media activity is indicative of their
character, judgment, and ability to lead or be a member of an organization (Olazábal & Sánchez
Abril, 2010). Thus, in some cases content is directly overlapping with an employee’s job content.
In other cases, social media activity may be relevant for other’s perceptions of the employee’s
suitability for the role or may damage the employee’s credibility as an effective performer.
Regarding individuals in the Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation industry, one
explanation for the higher frequency of Facebook firing is that employees in these jobs are more
likely to be in the public eye and as such, their behaviors are more visible. For example, celebrity
and professional athletes commonly have public accounts. Moreover, for this industry and for
certain jobs, being a brand representative may be a legitimate part of the employee’s job as the
employee may be perceived as the “face” of organizations (e.g., CEOs, political figures,
celebrities with endorsement deals). In such instances, organizations may terminate employees
for social media activity if it conflicts with the image the organization wants to portray to the
public (Dworkin, 1997; Olazábal & Sánchez Abril, 2010, Sánchez Abril et al., 2012). These
examples beg the questions of what social media behaviors individuals perceive as relevant for
the employee’s job, when and for what type of posts are organizations perceived as responsible,
and how these perceptions vary based on the job. Further, they illustrate that characteristics
might be more or differentially important based on other characteristics of an instance of
Facebook firing, highlighting the need to study how these characteristics interact to impact
perceptions.
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A second theme that pervaded these cases was employee agency and control over the
social media post. Several employee characteristics were indicative of the role the employee
played in spreading the content that lead to their disciplining including the source of the post,
post privacy level, discovery, and employee misbehavior. Though it was less clear how these
factors impacted reactions to Facebook firing and blame attributions, which highlights the need
for further research in this area.
All but one private case were posted by employees, whereas public posts were shared by
both employees and others. What’s more, in a number of cases, others posted or reshared content
in an effort to publicize perceived egregious or unacceptable behavior or contacted the
organization to notify them of employee behavior deemed offensive. This suggests that privacy
level of posts, source of posts, and post discovery may indicate different intentions by the poster
and might garner different perceptions from others regarding employee accountability. Notably,
although privacy level was coded dichotomously due to limited information reported in the
sources reviewed, privacy level can vary, and this variation can convey different intentions and
levels of control over the spread of one’s content.
Additionally, post discovery and misbehavior may also shed light on employee
involvement and how others perceive instances of Facebook firing. For example, employees who
tag the organization in their posts, clearly align themselves with the organization (e.g., dress in
uniform), or share content with organizational members may be viewed as more culpable for
organizational discovery and use of their social media activity for disciplinary action. In cases of
clearly egregious behavior, employee agency might be irrelevant, as the employee is perceived
as responsible for simply engaging in the behavior, for example, posting about lying to the
organization or posting one’s drug use. Alternatively, employees might be perceived as culpable
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for engaging in behavior publicly or posting content on social media at all, regardless of the after
effect. Given the lack of clarity regarding how employee agency and control impacts reactions to
Facebook firing, this is an important area for future study.
Overall, this review provided initial insight into Facebook firing. Further, it underscored
the importance of better understanding the influence of its characteristics to provide clarity on
why characteristics might provoke negative reactions and when such reactions will be targeted
toward the organization or the employee. As Facebook firing is a fairly novel practice, improved
understanding of why it garners negative reactions is also important for establishing norms and
guidelines for employees to proactively engage in more responsible social media behavior to
avoid repercussions.
Limitations
This review was an important first step in beginning to understand the construct of
Facebook firing and define its nomological network. However, there were several limitations.
First, as this study was archival, the relationships between characteristics and outcomes was
speculative, as relationships between variables could not be tested for causality. Second, this
review focused on cases of Facebook firing and other disciplinary action that were published in
popular press, legal reviews, and academic reviews. As a result, the findings might be subject to
publication bias. One example of how this might have influenced the findings is the severity and
type of social media behavior reported. It is possible that cases of more egregious employee
social media activity are more likely to be publicized, for example because they are more likely
to go viral or result in legal action. Alternatively, likelihood of publication may be influenced by
how proactive organizations were in monitoring and handling harmful activity. In these cases, it
is in the organization’s best interest to resolve the incident quickly to avoid backlash. If
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organizations are proactively searching for harmful employee activity, they may resolve the issue
early enough that the story does not spread.
Third, there was a wide range in the amount of detail and type of information reported in
these. Though this did help to understand which factors were most commonly reported it restricts
the ability to get a full picture of each case and tempers the conclusions reached, for example,
with respect to age groups. Further, it may have biased readers’ perceptions of these cases based
on the information available and prohibits the understanding of how influential other
characteristics might be that were not reported on. For example, variables that were not often
reported but that may be influential in perceptions of Facebook firing include the presence of a
social media policy, organizational response latency (i.e. how long an organization took to
address the scandal), privacy level of both the initial post and posts that were reshared, and time
to action (i.e. how long it took the organization to discipline the employee). Another example
includes that the outcomes reported were largely objective (e.g., criminal charges, compensation)
or behavioral (e.g., petitioning the organization), which limits one’s understanding of
psychological reactions to Facebook firing, such as attitudes, perceptions, and emotions.
Surviving Employee Interviews
Notably, the findings from the case review showing a) the frequency with which
organizations gave public responses about instances of Facebook firing and b) that organizations
commonly became aware of employee activity due to public outrage suggests that organizations
that engage in this practice have an external focus on appeasing the public, salvaging their
reputations, and mitigating damage done by the employee. Organizations seemed to focus
considerably less on their internal stakeholders (i.e., employees). For example, only a handful of
cases resulted in the organization creating or revising social media policies. To gain a fuller
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understanding of Facebook firing, including its characteristics and potential internal outcomes
and to account for the limitations of the case review, I conducted a second qualitative study. This
second study focuses on a small sample of surviving employees to examine their reactions to
Facebook firing, both behavioral and psychological (e.g., perceptions and attitudes).
Surviving employees or ‘survivors’ are those who were employed at the same
organization as the terminated employee at the time of the termination, and who knew or knew
of the terminated employee but were not involved in the incident. Survivors can include, but are
not limited to, coworkers, peers, and subordinates (Brockner, 1990; Brockner et al., 1986;
Mishra & Spreitzer, 1998). Survivors’ perspectives of and reactions to Facebook firings are
important because survivors can vicariously learn about the treatment that they can expect from
their organizations through witnessing terminations. Such instances can impact survivors’ job
attitudes and provoke negative reactions. For example, survivors could retaliate against
(Brockner & Greenberg, 1990; Skarlicki & Kulik, 2005; Skarlicki et al., 2015) or reduce their
investment of resources e.g., time, energy, attention into the organization, which could erode its
competitive advantage and have a significant bearing on its success (Skarlicki et al., 1998;
Skarlicki & Kulik, 2005).
Further, though the case review suggested that Facebook firings typically involve one or
small groups of employees, social media facilitates the spread of information about harmful
employee social media activity and resulting disciplinary action. As a result, this information
may reach a wider audience of survivors than are in the employee’s immediate network and
compared to traditional individual terminations, which could lead to more blowback for the
organization (Kluemper et al., 2016; Kulik et al., 2012; McFarland & Ployhart, 2015; Roth et al.,
2016; Skarlicki & Kulik, 2005). Given that Facebook firing represents a substantial shift from
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traditional practices and is typically not disclosed by the organization in advance, it seemed
pertinent to examine reactions of surviving employees who might be susceptible to this practice
in the future. Thus, I posed the following research questions to understand which aspects of
Facebook firing were influential in forming survivor reactions.
Research Question 1: How do surviving employees react to Facebook firing?
Research Question 2: How do surviving employees’ reactions to Facebook firing (e.g.,
perceptions, attitudes, behaviors) differ as a function of specific characteristics of the
Facebook firing (e.g., job-relatedness of the post, post content, etc.)?
Survivor Interview Method
Semi-structured phone interviews were conducted with a small sample of survivors.
Structured interviews refer to enhancements that increase the degree of standardization of an
interview with regard to what questions are asked and how responses are evaluated (Campion et
al., 1998). The interviews were semi-structured in that questions were standardized across
participants, but every participant did not receive the same set of questions depending on their
responses to prior questions. For example, if respondents stated that they felt the organization’s
response was fair, they received a follow up question about why the action was fair. If they felt
the organization acted unfairly, they received a follow up question asking why they perceived the
response as unfair. Skarlicki and Kulik (2005) called for qualitative research on third-party
perceptions of employee mistreatment to gain insight into how they process and interpret such
events. Combined with the case review, these interviews allowed me to dive deeper into survivor
experiences based on interesting insights and themes that arose during the interview as opposed
to being restricted by what was reported, but with a degree of consistency across participants.
Thus, this methodology seemed well-suited for conducting a deeper examination of the
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characteristics identified in the case review and for uncovering any additional characteristics or
outcomes that might be particularly relevant for survivors.
Participants
Participants were recruited via community and professional network advertisements
using a “snowball sampling” technique in which participants were able to refer other qualified
participants for participation in the study. Participants were nine full time employees who were
not self-employed, were fluent in English, and who had known of an employee or employees in
their organization who were disciplinary action for social media activity, such as firing,
demotion, suspension, or forced resignation.
Participants were required to be full-time employees because some evidence suggests that
part-time employees can differ in some attitudes and behavioral reactions compared to full-time
employees (Conway & Briner, 2002; Peters et al., 1981), which might result in them having
different reactions to social media-based disciplinary action than full-time employees. Selfemployed employees were excluded because they would likely be doing the firing and would
thus not be a third-party. Fluency in English was required so participants could understand and
be able to answer the questions asked.
Fourteen people expressed interest in participating. Two were excluded based on
inclusion criteria. Three declined to participate after being contacted to schedule an interview. Of
the remaining nine participants, four were male and five were female. Five of the respondents
were Caucasian, two were Hispanic, and two identified as biracial. Respondents were from New
York, Florida, and Washington. Respondents worked in several industries, including Health Care
and Social Assistance, Technology, Finance and Insurance, and Educational Services. Regarding
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relationship to the disciplined employee, eight respondents noted they were coworkers and one
respondent noted they were employed at the same time but had no relationship.
Procedure
Study materials for the survivor interviews can be found in Appendix A. Recruitment
statements were sent via email and through posts on the researcher’s professional and personal
social media accounts (LinkedIn, Twitter, and Facebook) to solicit participation in a 20-30minute phone interview. Those interested in participating were then contacted by email, text
message or via direct message on the respective social media site to coordinate a time to conduct
the interview.
Before beginning the interview, the informed consent form was read to each respondent.
Once participants provided oral consent to participate, they were thanked and given further detail
about the purpose of the interview and their role as interviewees. They were then asked a series
of questions about their experience witnessing their organization discipline an employee for
social media, including their perceptions of and reactions to the incident, the organization, and
the disciplined employee. Lastly, participants were asked to provide demographic information
about themselves and the disciplined employee. Interviews lasted 15-25 minutes. Once the
interviews were completed, participants were thanked and given the principal investigator’s
contact information should they have any further questions or concerns.
Results and Discussion
Eight of the cases reported on involved one disciplined employee and one case involved
two employees. Of the disciplined employees, two were White females. Of the eight male
employees that were disciplined, three were Caucasian, one was Middle Eastern, one was
Hispanic, and two were biracial (Caucasian and Hispanic). The organizational tenure of these
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employees ranged, but generally employees were fairly new to the organization. Six employees
had a tenure between six months to one year, one had been employed for two years, one had a
tenure of five to ten years, and one had been employed for over twenty years. In all cases,
content was posted on Facebook, Instagram, or Snapchat.
Disciplinary action taken against employees ranged from three cases of suspension, one
demotion, three terminations, and two forced resignations. Of note, in one case, the employee
terminated and later rehired and promoted, but the interviewee noted that the employee was a
high-profile exception. Regarding the post content for which the employees were disciplined, six
of the nine respondents indicated that the posts depicted employees clearly violating company
policies while the employees were on the job. The two instances of forced resignation involved
violating patient/student privacy and one of these cases involved potential patient endangerment.
The three suspensions were the result of conduct violations, specifically posting while driving.
The demotion resulted from the employee appearing intoxicated at a work event. Of the cases
that led to termination, two employees’ posts contained hate speech and the third employee’s
social media post provided evidence of sexual assault.
Several themes emerged with respect to survivor interpretations of and reactions to
employee misbehavior and resulting disciplinary action. These themes point to key employee
and organizational characteristics that informed survivor reactions. First, in every case, the
surviving employees found the employee at least partly to blame. The common thread among the
reasons cited was that the employee should have known better than to share the content on social
media and that doing so showed poor judgment, particularly regarding their expectations of
privacy. All interviewees remarked that the employees willingly opened themselves up to public
speculation and organizational discipline because they intentionally shared the content with
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others. For example, one interviewee noted, “When you put things out on social media, you
understand they can be seen, and you need to be savvy about it. Now that we’re in the social
media age, it’s your personal responsibility to manage your content”. Another stated, “[The
employee] should have known better…There’s certain things you don’t post…but I guess he’s
one of those guys who record and post everything in his daily life”. Thus, employee authorship
of posts seems to be important for survivor perceptions of employee agency and control over the
content. Further, interviewee sentiments suggest that sharing content on social media is
normatively considered publicizing that information and that individuals are expected to
understand that when posting.
Consistent with the case review, a few interviewees also considered the author’s choice
of recipients or post privacy level, which seemed interwoven with the notions of authorship and
agency. As speculated, survivors referenced more nuanced degrees of privacy than just public or
private, including private content that gets reshared, public content, and public content shared
with organizational members. Interviewees’ views on deservingness and fairness of the
disciplinary action and privacy invasion seemed to vary based on these distinctions, as well as
considerations of intention. For example, once interviewee stated, “she allowed herself to add
other coworkers on Snapchat…she voluntarily made it public and allowed others to view it so
she’s putting herself at risk”. This sentiment was shared by all interviewees. Yet, another
interviewee noted, “anything we post is on our personal account and if it gets out, that’s not on
me, I just posted it myself, it’s not like I posted on a random website. If it gets shared and gets
out, that has nothing to do with me”. This is consistent with applicant attitudes toward social
media-based selection that organizations should not consider material that wasn’t intended for
them and that work and non-work life should remain distinct (Levin & Abril, 2014) and suggests

36

SURVIVOR REACTIONS TO FACEBOOK FIRING
that the intended recipients of content might also influence survivor perceptions. However, as
evidenced by the case review, this information is often unavailable for others and therefore
survivors might be susceptible to fundamental attribution error, ascribing authorship with
intention to make content public in the absence of disconfirming information (Jones & Nisbett,
1971). Thus, making content easily accessible to the organization, for example, by sharing with
organizational members or by making posts public, seemed to provoke the perception that the
employee opened themselves up to monitoring.
The relevance of the employee’s post for the employee’s job and the organization also
arose as a theme throughout all of the interviews, albeit in different ways. For example,
interviewees critiqued disciplined employees for publicly affiliating themselves with the
organization on social media, such as by listing workplace on their profiles, tagging the
organization in posts, using social media on the job, posting in uniform, and posting photos of
patients and students. In particular, several respondents mentioned that the employee’s behavior
reflected poorly on coworkers and those employed in the same job, as well as the company. One
interviewee noted, ““[The employee’s post] put us in a bad light…We’re already seen in a bad
light and seen as ugly stepchildren, so this sets us back and loses the respect we’re trying to get
by [the department] and the public”. Another stated, “In terms of reputational risk, I think this
was so egregious that it showed poor judgment. I think this person was a client-facing
representative of company and to do something like that in this day and age, you have to
understand where company is coming from, so I agreed with their decision”. Survivors reasoned
that disciplinary action was legitimate for salvaging the organization’s reputation and to restore
faith in the job and the organization.
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Other justifications included that employees broke clear organizational rules (excluding
social media guidelines) or engaged in illegal or unethical activity. For instance, one interviewee
who witnessed a coworker get terminated for a post depicting a HIPPA violation, “at the end of
the day it’s no argument if a rule is a rule. There’s no gray area, it’s pretty black and white so
you just have to suck it up and be like ok, [the employee] deserved it”. Relatedly, survivors
perceived that the employee was at fault when organizations had previously explicitly outlined
social media guidelines, monitoring, and termination practices with employees and the
employee’s behavior was in clear violation of these guidelines, consistent with fairness theory
(Folger & Cropanzano, 1998).
One interviewee stated, “They always address it in training…They always tell us the
policy before we go on the road and remind the new people especially what we’re not to do once
they graduate. These employees were still new – that’s why we were all upset. They just told us.
We just left the academy class and a few months later you’re acting a fool and making us look
bad.”. These comments suggest that when the organization is upfront, takes steps to educate
employees, and when the employee violates clear, explicit rules, survivors view the
organization’s actions as defensible, fair, and non-invasive even if they did not necessarily agree
with the policy. In fact, transparency was cited by interviewees as one of the key behaviors that
organizations should engage in when handling Facebook firings in the future.
Interestingly, survivors’ view on organizational transparency in monitoring and using
social media as a basis for disciplinary action was indicative of a larger theme. Survivors
generally seemed understanding about organizational monitoring and disciplinary action but took
issue with the process and manner in which organizations engaged in these practices. As a result,
organizations were also held responsible and faced negative reactions in most cases. For
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example, interviewees who were aware that their organizations monitored their social media
expressed distrust and injustice perceptions when organizations were not explicit about these
practices.
Inconsistently enforcing the social media policy or engaging in social media-based
disciplinary action also fueled perceptions that the organization acted unfairly and bred distrust.
Reports mentioned, “the culture was very political with people playing favorites…there is
inconsistency between when the [employer] chose to use disciplinary action…”, and “because of
who [the employee] is, he was allowed to be rehired a year or two after so now he actually got
promoted to firefighter. Anyone else would be fired and wouldn’t find a job anywhere else”.
This finding is consistent with research on electronic performance monitoring, which shows that
organizational boundary crossing can breed employee distrust if it violates implicit norms or
contracts (Snyder & Cistulli, 2011).
The severity or harshness of the disciplinary action in comparison with the employee
misbehavior was also mentioned in several instances in connection with low fairness
perceptions. These responses suggested that although employees recognized the importance of
the organization salvaging its reputation, the organization was expected to adhere to traditional
justice rules when engaging in this novel decision-making practice. For instance, even though
interviewees were often in agreement that the employee should be disciplined for their activity, it
was important for disciplinary action to be doled out fairly and to be appropriate and
commensurate to the infraction (e.g., Cohen-Charash & Spector, 2001; Colquitt, 2001).
Overall, these factors seemed to be critical for survivor perceptions of disciplinary action
as fair or invasive and for their trust in the organization. For example, interviewees cited
instances where social media behavior was innocuous or harmless to the organization, on
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personal accounts, and unrelated to the employee’s job as most invasive because disciplinary
action was seen as baseless or illegitimate in these cases. Yet, evidence of employee intention to
publicize their information seemed to reduce privacy concerns and legitimize organizational use
of this information. Transparency, inconsistency, and severity were organizational characteristics
that seemed particularly important for survivor trust in the organization, as well as perceptions
that the organization’s treatment of the employee was fair. Thus, in combination with the insights
from the case review, the responses to the qualitative phone interviews highlighted several
noteworthy characteristics of Facebook firing for further study. The most prominent three of
these characteristics were chosen for examination as independent variables in the main study
(i.e., job-relatedness of a post for which an employee was terminated, authorship of the social
media post for which an employee was terminated, and organizational transparency regarding
Facebook firing).
Interestingly, social media-based disciplinary action did not seem to foster immediate
retaliatory behaviors towards the organization. In all but one case, interviewees reported taking
no action against the organization in response to these incidents. This may, in part, be due to the
fact that several interviewees agreed that the employee deserved to be disciplined because they
had clearly violated organizational or ethical rules. However, interviewee responses suggest
these incidents do have perceptive, emotional, and attitudinal consequences, as well as
behavioral consequences not necessarily intended to be harmful. Common reactions to
disciplinary action included gossiping with coworkers, seeking more information about the
incident, and victim derogation. Emotions expressed included shock, anger (at both the employee
and the organization), embarrassment, sympathy towards the employee, feeling the situation was
humorous, and even pride in the organization.
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In addition to highlighting key characteristics to study further, the interviews gave insight
into survivor reactions toward Facebook firings. There was also a pervasive sense of self-concern
about their relationship to the organization and their independence outside of work. For instance,
one employee noted, “[The incident] made me do a double take or think twice about what I post,
and what I’ve posted, and what kind of affiliations my name has with the company”. Another
said, “I feel like I can’t even be myself, but I get it…it’s like selling your soul to the department.
Even off duty”. In addition, witnessing these incidents seemed to have a more lasting negative
impact on employee impressions of their organizations when survivors took issue with the
disciplinary action, including that the organization was unfair, invasive, and could not be trusted.
For example, comments included, “The company is extremely quiet about tracking employees so
we’re not aware and don’t stay wise…I’d assume it’d be the same with the company tracking
us”, “now they’re really watching us” and “the department likes to take money to feel like they
did something or prove to the public they did something”. These responses suggest that
Facebook firing may have an enduring impact on employee perceptions of and sentiments
toward their organization, which might have long-term or distal negative consequences for the
organization.
Given the qualitative nature of this study, the causal relationships between the chosen
characteristics and survivor reactions could not empirically be examined. I therefore chose to
focus on three of these more proximal survivor perceptions and attitudes that might have
implications for more distal survivor reactions and organizational backlash: fairness perceptions,
privacy invasion perceptions, and organizational trust. In addition to the information gathered
from the case review and phone interviews, Skarlicki and Kulik’s (2005) theoretical framework
on third-party reactions to employee (mis)treatment by organizations can be used to better
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understand the possible repercussions of Facebook firings. In what follows, then, I summarize
this theory and outline the main study of this dissertation.
Main Study
Skarlicki and Kulik’s (2005) Third-party Reactions to Employee Mistreatment Model
Skarlicki and Kulik’s (2005) model is based on fairness theories (Folger, 2001; Folger &
Cropanzano, 1998, 2001; Lerner, 1980) and refers generally to all third parties (e.g., coworkers,
customers, shareholders). This model operates on two psychological premises that underlie but
are not explicitly included as variables in the model. First, third parties are interested in
employee (mis)treatment because fair treatment is, in and of itself, of value to people and
(mis)treatment may raise moral concern or outrage over injustice. Second, third parties are
interested in employee (mis)treatment due to self-concern that the organization might treat them
similarly in the future.
When third parties receive information about an organization’s treatment of an employee
(e.g., termination), they undergo an appraisal process because of these concerns. The first step in
this process involves a third-party forming a perception of the negative impact of the treatment,
which the authors define as severity or negativity of the treatment and its outcome for the
employee. For instance, in a termination, the loss of income and manner in which the termination
was handled could generate third-party perceptions of a high negative impact on the terminated
employee. This negative impact informs third-party attributions about who was responsible for
the injustice the employee faced (e.g., the employee, the organization, another third-party).
The relationship between negative impact and third-party attributions is moderated by
actor characteristics and third-party characteristics. Actor characteristics include the terminated
employee’s attributes and behaviors, the organization or organizational agent’s attributes and

42

SURVIVOR REACTIONS TO FACEBOOK FIRING
behaviors, and other third-parties’ reactions. Third-party characteristics include identification
with the terminated employee and the organization and/or its agents, personality, role and
training, and moral development and identity. Third-party attributions of responsibility for the
terminated employee’s treatment inform third-party appraisals of whether the employee was
treated fairly by the organization. These fairness perceptions then impact the third-party’s
decision to act, including whether and how to redress the injustice against the employee. This
third-party decision to act is also informed by a cost-benefit analysis of the consequences of
potential actions for the third-party.
The present study tests and expands upon Skarlicki and Kulik’s model in two ways. First,
the model provides a framework for beginning to understand how survivors might react to an
instance of Facebook firing. The present experimental study focuses on testing the first half of
Skarlicki and Kulik’s model applied to a Facebook firing context. Skarlicki and Kulik theorize
that organizational treatment of an employee will trigger an appraisal process in which a survivor
evaluates and reacts to this treatment. As an initial step in this process, the survivor evaluates the
negative impact of the treatment of the employee. Facebook firings might inherently have several
negative outcomes for terminated employees, including job loss and income loss (O’Connor &
Schmidt, 2015), unpleasant emotions (e.g., Best Buy Social Media Policy, 2016), potential
public backlash or critique (Flynn, 2012; Kluemper et al., 2016), reduced hire-ability in the
future (Kluemper et al., 2016), and decreased self-worth. Consequently, Facebook firings are
likely perceived by survivors as having a large negative impact on terminated employees.
Facebook firings are therefore expected to prompt survivors’ fairness appraisals.
Skarlicki and Kulik theorize that survivor fairness perceptions of the termination (and the
associated negative impact) will be informed by the actor characteristics of the firing. These
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characteristics include behaviors and attributes of the terminated employee and of the
organization. The present study will examine how survivor fairness perceptions are differentially
impacted by actor characteristics when the negative impact (i.e. the termination) is held constant.
Specifically, this study will focus on two terminated employee behaviors and one organizational
behavior. The behaviors of the terminated employee include post job-relatedness and post
authorship. The organizational behavior of interest is organizational transparency. Survivors’
fairness perceptions in the present context are the perceptions that it was fair for the organization
to fire the employee for his/her social media behavior.
Second, the present study expands on Skarlicki and Kulik’s model by examining two
alternative survivor reactions that might be impacted by Facebook firing: privacy invasion
perceptions and organizational trust. Given the limited research on Facebook firing, I draw upon
privacy theories and research on traditional terminations, electronic performance monitoring, and
social media-based selection to support this extension. In sum, the present study will examine
how three characteristics of a Facebook firing, namely post job-relatedness, post authorship, and
organizational transparency, relate to survivors’ fairness perceptions, privacy invasion
perceptions, and organizational trust.
Survivor Fairness Perceptions
Job-relatedness and Survivor Fairness Perceptions
One aspect of employee behavior that is expected to impact survivors’ fairness
perceptions is post job-relatedness. Based on Skarlicki and Kulik’s model, if an organization
Facebook fires an employee, it may prompt survivors to appraise whether the termination was
fair to help them determine whether to be concerned and if/how they should react. Survivors
might perceive a termination based on a job-unrelated post as less fair than that based on a job-
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related post because a job-unrelated post would not be perceived as a legitimate criterion for
organizational decision-making (Skarlicki & Kulik, 2005). In support of this argument, in a
within-subjects vignette study of students and practitioners, Valentine et al. (2010) showed that
third parties perceived that firing an employee for work-unrelated blogging was less ethical than
for work-related blogging. This study supports the idea that, consistent with traditional
terminations, survivors perceive social media-based termination decisions as fairer when they are
based on job-related behavior (Brockner et al., 1986; Brockner, 1988; Mishra & Spreitzer, 1998;
van Dierendonck & Jacobs, 2012).
These findings are consistent across decision-making contexts. For example, Alge (2001)
found that the perceived job relevance of an electronic performance monitoring and control
system was positively related to employee fairness perceptions. McNall and Roch (2007) found
that types of electronic performance monitoring that were more clearly job-related were
perceived as fairer than types of monitoring that were less job-related. Taken together, these
studies support the importance of job-relatedness for employee appraisals of whether
organizations are acting fairly in decision-making processes, with job-related reasons for
terminations perceived as fairer than job-unrelated reasons.
In a Facebook firing context, post job-relatedness is expected to be particularly important
because the organization is already crossing the work-nonwork boundary by monitoring
employees’ personal social media. Taking disciplinary action based on a job-related post offers
legitimacy to this boundary crossing whereas basing action on a job-unrelated post is less likely
to seem legitimate or excusable (Bosch, 2002; Johnston, 2015), and therefore may incite
perceptions that the action is unfair. Based on the theoretical and empirical evidence cited as well
as the argument above, I predict:
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Hypothesis 1: There will be a main effect of job-relatedness on survivors’ fairness
perceptions such that Facebook firing an employee will be perceived as fairer when the
employee’s post is job-related than when it is job-unrelated.
Post Authorship and Survivor Fairness Perceptions
A second employee characteristic that might impact fairness perceptions of Facebook
firing is post authorship. An employee-authored post would be one in which the employee shares
content on social media that is potentially harmful to the organization. As an example of an
employee-authored post, in 2010, Andrew Kurtz was fired from his job as the Pittsburgh Pirates
Pierogi mascot for posting a comment in which he critiqued the team president’s decision to
extend the general manager and manager’s contracts, stating “Connelly extended the contracts of
Russell and Huntington through the 2011 season. That means a 19-straight losing streak. Way to
go Pirates.” (Boyle, 2010).
Alternatively, as evidence by the case review, posts relating to or about the employee can
be authored by others, such as the employee’s friends, family, or professional network, strangers
capturing employee public behavior, or important stakeholders (e.g., customers, patients,
students). Other-authored posts can consist of those containing content generated by the person
posting or content generated by others, such as re-posting an employee’s post. As an example of
the former, New York State government worker Susan Peirez was terminated due to a Facebook
video posted by Marissa Rundell. The video shows Peirez screaming at Rundell and her baby
because the baby was crying, and later at a flight attendant who refused to move Peirez to
another seat away from the crying baby (“US govt worker loses job”, 2018).
This study specifically focuses on other-authored posts consisting of content generated by
the person posting, because it allows for a clearer distinction from employee-authored posts in
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terms of the employee’s role in publishing content on social media. As there is no research on
post authorship, I extrapolate from research on organizational justice, electronic performance
management, and social media-based selection to formulate a hypothesis about the relationship
between post authorship and fairness perceptions.
Skarlicki and Kulik (2005) posit that employee behavior and locus of control in
organizational treatment of employees inform survivors’ fairness perceptions. The authors argue
that organizational treatment based on factors outside of employee control might cause survivors
to experience insecurity over whether they could be mistreated for something beyond their
control as well, eliciting low fairness perceptions. This supposition is consistent with research
and theory on justice perceptions, which suggests that decisions and decision-making processes
are perceived as fairer when employees have a voice in the process or have influence over the
outcome (e.g., Thibaut & Walker, 1975; Colquitt, 2001).
Extending this line of thinking to post authorship in the context of Facebook firing,
Sánchez Abril et al. (2012) note that people control others’ impressions by filtering information
in specific ways to manage these impressions. If an employee posts on social media, it suggests
that person intended to share information with others in his/her social network and had a large
degree of control over his/her behavior being shared. Consider, for instance, Rebecca Thybulle,
who was fired from the Children’s Home Intervention after her supervisor saw Thybulle’s
Facebook status about taking a trip to Baltimore. Thybulle had lied about having jury duty to
take off of work (Slattery, 2010).
This perception may hold even though the information shared might not have been used
in the manner in which it was intended, for example, when employee posts are shared with a
broader audience those targeted in the initial post (e.g., by reposting, screenshotting, etc.),
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including organizational members. Indeed, Ryan (1971) argued that fairness concerns would be
low if others perceive that an employee was treated poorly due to his/her own carelessness or
brought poor treatment upon his/herself.
In contrast, survivor fairness perceptions are expected to be lower when the post is
authored by someone other than the employee. Research from the termination literature suggests
that survivors perceive terminations as less fair when the employee was not responsible or to
blame for the termination. For example, Brockner et al., (1985) conducted an experiment in
which participants completed a study for course credit alongside a confederate. In the
experimental condition, the confederate was “randomly” dismissed from the study without
receiving credit due to an unforeseen issue, while the participant survived. Compared to the
control condition in which the confederate was not dismissed, participants in the random
condition reported that the “victim” was treated less fairly than they were. Consistently, theories
on justice perceptions suggest that negative outcomes provoke lower justice perceptions and
more negative reactions when someone other than the recipient of the outcome can be held
accountable (e.g., Referent Cognitions Theory, Folger & Cropanzano, 2001; Goldman, 2003).
Applied to Facebook firing, employees have limited control over posts authored by others
(e.g., friends, coworkers, strangers) and the subsequent spread of information they may not have
intended to share (Eddy et al., 1999). Thus, survivors might perceive Facebook firing as less fair
when based on other-authored posts than when based on employee-authored posts because
employees have limited control over information others share about them and may not have
intentionally engaged in (or even been aware of) the activity that merited the termination.

48

SURVIVOR REACTIONS TO FACEBOOK FIRING
Hypothesis 2: There will be a main effect of post authorship on survivors’ fairness
perceptions such that Facebook firing an employee will be perceived as fairer when based
on an employee-authored post compared to an other-authored post.
Organizational Transparency and Fairness Perceptions
A third characteristic I expect to impact survivors’ fairness perceptions is organizational
transparency. Though Skarlicki and Kulik do not mention organizational transparency in their
model, they predict that transgressor behaviors, such as those that display a lack of commitment
to fairness rules, may provoke low survivor fairness perceptions. Fair information practices
dictate that employees have the right to know how organizations use their personal information,
prevent secondary use of this information, and feel secure that the organization will not misuse
of their information (Eddy et al., 1999). This is consistent with justice research, which suggests
that organizational treatment is perceived as fairer when the organization is truthful, provides an
explanation for employee treatment, and conveys information regarding decision-making in a
timely manner (Colquitt, 2001).
Organizational transparency is expected to be particularly important for Facebook firing
because personal social media accounts are outside the realm of what is typically considered in
organizational decision-making and involves domain boundary crossing. As social norms
regarding social media-based decision-making are still developing, individuals may
understandably be unaware that their information is being used for organizational decisionmaking without such transparency and may not have intended such information for that purpose
(Roth et al., 2016). Non-transparency may therefore render the employee a passive, uninformed
recipient of organizational behavior, which is important for employee fairness perceptions (Alge,
2001; Sánchez Abril et al. 2012). By extension, non-transparency this is expected to foster low
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fairness perceptions from survivors because survivors perceive that the organization’s actions
violate reasonable norms for what is in scope for decision-making and feel threatened that
organizations will have similar disregard for established norms when interaction with survivors
in the future (Skarlicki & Kulik, 2005). Thus, survivors are expected to perceive Facebook firing
as fairer when the organization was transparent prior to the incident than when the organization
was not transparent.
Evidence that transparency in other areas of organizational decision-making such as
electronic performance monitoring (Ambrose & Alder, 2000; Snyder & Cornetto, 2009; Zweig &
Scott, 2007) and social media use in selection (Black et al., 2015; Black et al., 2012; Gustafson,
2012; Roth et al., 2016; Van Iddekinge et al., 2016) positively relate to fairness perceptions
supports the generalization of these relationships to a Facebook firing context. For example, in
discussions of electronic performance monitoring, critics have argued that a lack of transparency
violates fairness rules (Leventhal, 1980), thereby negatively impacting employee fairness
perceptions (Ambrose & Alder, 2000). In a between-subjects vignette experiment examining
fairness perceptions of electronic performance monitoring, Zweig and Scott (2007) found that
participants perceived monitoring as fairer when the organization were transparent about
monitoring than when they were non-transparent. In the transparency condition, employees were
notified beforehand a) that they would be monitored b) that they would be notified when
monitoring occurred, and c) that they would need to provide consent to be monitored.
Given the theoretical and empirical evidence from similar contexts that suggests
transparency can foster higher fairness perceptions, I expect survivors to perceive Facebook
firings as fairer when organizations are transparent about engaging in the practice than when they
are not transparent.
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Hypothesis 3: There will be a main effect of organizational transparency on employees’
fairness perceptions such that transparency regarding social media use as a basis for
termination will result in greater fairness perceptions than non-transparency.
Interactional Hypotheses
Above I argued for the importance of post job-relatedness, post authorship, and
organizational transparency individually for fairness perceptions. I also expect that these
variables will interact to inform fairness perceptions. I extrapolate from existing research,
including that cited above, and use logic to form two-way interactional hypotheses (i.e. post jobrelatedness x post authorship, post job-relatedness x organizational transparency, and post
authorship x organizational transparency). I do not propose a three-way hypothesis, as there is
not enough research to make an informed prediction about this relationship.
Job-relatedness x Post Authorship on Fairness Perceptions
Skarlicki and Kulik (2005) postulate that survivors will consider the terminated
employee’s actions when forming fairness perceptions. Generalizing to Facebook firing, as post
job-relatedness and post authorship fall under the category of employee actions, I expect these
two factors will interact to impact survivors’ fairness perceptions. Survivors are expected to
perceive the following conditions of Facebook firing as most to least fair, respectively: 1)
employee post that was job-related, 2) other post that was job-related, 3) employee post that was
job-unrelated, and 4) other post that was job-unrelated.
Survivors’ fairness perceptions are expected to be highest when the employee was
terminated for a job-related post he/she authored because the post would be of legitimate interest
to an organization (Bosch, 2002; Sánchez Abril et al., 2012) and the employee intentionally
publicized this information, which suggests the employee was careless (Ryan, 1971; Skarlicki &
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Kulik, 2005). Based on social norms, personal profiles would likely be viewed as outside of the
organization’s realm of control per extant social norms. However, a job-relevant post might be
considered reasonable for an organization to consider since they could be held responsible for
any consequences of it, especially if the employee had control over and intended to share this
information (Brockner et al., 2004; Eddy et al., 1999; Skarlicki & Kulik, 2005). Lending support
to this proposition, Alge (2001) found that electronic performance monitoring systems were
perceived as fairer when they monitored job-relevant information and when employees had
control over the information monitored. Thus, I would expect this condition to be perceived as
fairest.
An employee-authored job-unrelated post is expected to be viewed as less fair than the
prior condition. Social media is seen by many as a public forum. Social norms dictate that
individuals should expect information posted on social media to be public and potentially shared
with unintended others (Levin & Sánchez Abril, 2009). Thus, survivors might perceive that the
employee should have known that any information posted could be spread. This expectation is
consistent with many social media sites’ terms of service (e.g., Facebook, Twitter, Instagram,
Levin & Sánchez Abril, 2009). However, social norms also dictate that personal life should be
kept distinct from work life and that employee free time should be protected, which has been
expanded to include social media (e.g., Clark & Roberts, 2010; Valentine et al., 2010). Such
boundary crossing by organizations is expected to be perceived as invasive or unfair when social
media content is irrelevant to one’s job (Watkins et al., 2007; Bosch, 2002; Eddy et al., 1999).
Though survivors might perceive terminated employees as responsible for negative
consequences by posting information on social media, I expect survivors might perceive that
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organizations should respect employees’ private life if the post is not clearly job-relevant and
therefore that Facebook firing in this instance is less fair than the prior condition.
Survivors are expected to perceive Facebook firing as less fair than the prior two
conditions when the post for which the employee was terminated was job-related but was otherauthored. Drawing from Eddy and colleagues (1999) and Clark and Roberts (2010), if the
employee did not intend for their information to be publicized and did not supply this
information, employer use of it would be unfair because individuals’ information should be
protected from misuse, especially when the employee is already limited in controlling its spread.
However, survivors might feel that organizations are not at fault for considering this available
information, as it is organizationally relevant (Bosch, 2002; Sánchez Abril et al., 2012).
Finally, I expect that other-authored, job-unrelated posts will be perceived as least fair by
survivors because terminated employees seemingly have less control over information shared
(e.g., Alge, 2001; Brockner et al., 2004; Skarlicki & Kulik, 2005) and the information shared is
less relevant to organizations (e.g., Bosch, 2002, Clark & Roberts, 2010; Roth et al., 2016).
Thus, it is expected to be perceived as impinging on the terminated employee’s rights and
unfairly using employee information, which should impact survivors’ fairness perceptions.
Hypothesis 4: Post job-relatedness and post authorship will interact to impact survivors’
fairness perceptions. Survivors will perceive Facebook firing as most fair when the post
is job-related and employee-authored, followed by when the post is job-unrelated and
employee-authored, then when the post is job-related and other-authored, and least fair
when the post is job-unrelated and other-authored.
Job-relatedness x Organizational Transparency on Fairness Perceptions.
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I expect post job-relatedness and organizational transparency will interact to impact
survivors’ fairness perceptions. Specifically, survivors will perceive the following Facebook
firing conditions as most to least fair: 1) job-related post and organizational transparency, 2) jobrelated post but organizational non-transparency, 3) job-unrelated post and organizational
transparency, and 4) job-unrelated post and organizational non-transparency.
Skarlicki and Kulik (2005) note that providing rationale (e.g., that the post is job-related)
for employee treatment is an organizational behavior that will be perceived as fairer than
providing no rationale. Further, employees who break explicit rules and/or should have known
better will be perceived at fault (Ryan, 1971; Skarlicki & Kulik, 2005). Extrapolating to
Facebook firing, for instances where the organization is transparent and the post is job-related,
survivors will perceive the termination as fairest compared to other conditions. In such a case,
the organization was open about its policy so survivors may feel that the employee should have
known better. Though the employee social media is not traditionally considered in termination
decisions, it would be relevant for evaluating the candidate and to protect the organization’s
interests (Valentine et al., 2010; McNall & Roch, 2007; Alge, 2001). This is consistent with
Valentine et al.’s (2010) findings that, when organizations act ethically by providing explicit
norms and policies for employees, employees who violate these policies are perceived at fault.
I expect cases in which posts are job-related, but the organization is not transparent to be
perceived as less fair than the prior condition but fairer than other conditions. Organizations may
be liable for potentially harmful employee behavior since employees are organizational
representatives. Thus, even if the organization was non-transparent about Facebook firing, their
actions may be seen as justifiable because job-related posts are of legitimate interest to protect
themselves and their reputation (Bosch, 2002; Sánchez Abril et al., 2012).
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By contrast, if the organization is transparent but the post is job-unrelated, I expect
Facebook firing to be perceived as less fair than the previous conditions but fairer than a
condition in which the organization is non-transparent, and the post is job-unrelated. Berkelaar
(2014) found that, regarding cybervetting in selection, candidates wanted but did not expect
organizational transparency and considered monitoring “inevitable”. Extrapolating to Facebook
firing, survivors may feel that employees are entitled to private lives and that job-unrelated posts
should not be considered in termination decisions. However, if organizations are transparent,
survivors may feel like the organization at least notified employees and gave some degree of
control over secondary use of their data (Eddy et al., 1999).
Finally, cases in which the organization was non-transparent, and the post was jobunrelated are expected to be perceived as least fair because they are least relevant to
organizational interests and perceived as impinging on employee autonomy. Valentine et al.,
(2010) found organizations were perceived as unethical when they terminated employees for
non-work-related blogs. Skarlicki and Kulik (2005) postulated that negligence on the part of the
organization (e.g., by being non-transparent) would be perceived as less fair than providing
rationale. Taken together, these findings suggest that organizational decisions will seem least fair
when organizations consider job-unrelated information and are not transparent about Facebook
firing. Thus, I hypothesize:
Hypothesis 5: Post job-relatedness and organizational transparency will interact to impact
survivors’ fairness perceptions. Survivors will perceive Facebook firing as fairest when
the post is job-related and the organization is transparent, followed by when the post is
job-related but the organization is non-transparent, then when the post is job-unrelated
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but the organization is transparent, and least fair when the post is unrelated and the
organization is non-transparent.
Post Authorship x Organizational Transparency on Fairness Perceptions
I expect that post authorship and organizational transparency will also interact to impact
fairness perceptions. Survivors will perceive Facebook firings as fairest when the post was
employee-authored, and the organization was transparent, and least fair when the post was otherauthored, and the organization was non-transparent. Given the dearth of research on this topic, I
hypothesize only the extreme conditions of this interaction and primarily use logic to support my
hypothesis, supplemented by extant research from parallel areas.
Extrapolating from Skarlicki and Kulik’s model (2005), in an instance in which the
employee authored a post and the organization was transparent, the employee was made
explicitly aware of the organization’s practice and could be perceived as careless and responsible
for posting potentially harmful content when he/she knew the organization would be monitoring
activity. Survivors might perceive the organization as having tried to act ethically by notifying
employees about the change in norms/procedures, and thus acting in accordance with fair
information practices (Eddy et al., 1999; Valentine et al., 2010) by setting normative
expectations for employees (Johnston, 2015).
Alternatively, if the post was other-authored and the organization was non-transparent,
survivors might perceive Facebook firing as least fair because an employee had no prior notice
that his/her social media would be viewed, would not reasonably know the post would be used
for termination, and would have limited ability to control the information posted about him/her
by another person. As such, the employee has limited ability to alter this information to maintain
his/her and the organization’s reputation and mitigate negative impact of harmful information.
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Based on this logic, I pose the following hypothesis about the two conditions discussed above, as
well as a research question about survivor fairness perceptions of the two remaining conditions.
Hypothesis 6: Post authorship and organizational transparency will interact to impact
survivors’ fairness perceptions. Survivors will perceive Facebook firing as fairest when
the post was employee-authored, and the organization was transparent and least fair when
the post was other-authored, and the organization was not transparent.
Research Question 3: In comparison to when a post is employee-authored and the
organization is transparent and when the post is other-authored and the organization is
non-transparent, how will conditions in which a post is employee-authored and the
organization is non-transparent and one in which a post is other-authored and the
organization is transparent impact survivors’ fairness perceptions of Facebook firing?
Survivor Privacy Invasion Perceptions
Though Skarlicki and Kulik’s model only theorizes about survivor fairness perceptions as
an outcome of employee treatment by organizations, such treatment might influence other
reactions as well, such as privacy invasion perceptions. Advancements in technology have given
organizations unprecedented access to employee information that has outpaced norms and
expectations about privacy and work-nonwork boundaries (Snyder, 2010; Stone & StoneRomero, 1998). With respect to Facebook firings, organizations have access to employee
personal information and personal social media accounts. Survivors may perceive that the
organization has an obligation to its employees to use this information ethically, responsibly, and
with restraint, consistent with existing normative expectations of employee rights (Eddy et al,,
1999; Stone & Stone-Romero, 1998). As social media is primarily for personal use, employees
may not have intended for this information to be seen and used by organizations but may have
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limited ability to prevent this usage and protect their privacy and autonomy outside of work. The
characteristics of an instance of Facebook Firing are therefore expected to influence survivor
perceptions of whether organizations invaded employee privacy.
Job-relatedness on Privacy Invasion Perceptions
One such characteristic that I expect to impact survivor privacy invasion perceptions of
Facebook firing is post job-relatedness. When an employee’s post is job-unrelated, use of this
information might be perceived as intrusive because it is seen as unnecessary, and as unethical
violation of cultural and organizational norms for employee rights to a private life and autonomy
(Stone & Stone-Romero, 1998, McNall & Roch, 2007). Extending Skarlicki and Kulik’s (2005)
logic, observing a termination for job-unrelated content might foster privacy invasion
perceptions due to survivor self-concern over susceptibility to similar treatment by their
organization. In contrast, results from the first two studies of this dissertation suggest instances in
which the content shared is job-related do not seem to stir privacy invasion perceptions. This
may be because content that is indicative of the employee’s ability to satisfactorily perform their
job or uphold role expectations is deemed as legitimate and relevant to organizations to the
extent that boundary crossing is deemed permissible.
Theory and research on modern decision-making processes support this extension.
Research on social media use for screening and selection demonstrates that mere use of this
information is perceived by applicants as boundary crossing and invalid because most accounts
are for personal use, so job-unrelated activity is perceived as particularly invasive of privacy
(Berkelaar, 2014; Black et al., 2015; Roth et al., 2016; Stoughton et al. 2015). Consistently,
research on electronic performance monitoring suggests employees perceive electronic
performance monitoring procedures that are job-related as less invasive of privacy because they
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expect job decisions to be made based only on job-related data and feel that these data are
appropriate for the org to be interested in, as it relates to job performance (e.g., Alge, 2001;
McNall & Roach, 2007). For example, Allen et al., (2007) conducted a qualitative study in which
they interviewed 154 employees in a variety of industries about the perceived invasiveness of
their organization’s electronic performance monitoring practices. The authors found that
employees perceived a clear privacy boundary between work and personal matters and felt
monitoring should be restricted to work-related matters. Thus, I expect that survivors who
perceive that the social media content over which an employee is terminated is job-unrelated will
perceive that the employee’s privacy has been invaded compared to job-related content.
Hypothesis 7: There will be a main effect of post job-relatedness on survivors’
perceptions of privacy invasion, such that job-related posts will result in lower survivor
perceptions of privacy invasion than job-unrelated posts.
Post Authorship on Privacy Invasion Perceptions
Post authorship is also expected to impact privacy invasion perceptions. That is, I expect
survivors to perceive an instance of Facebook firing as less invasive of employee privacy when
the employee is terminated for social media content that he/she posted compared to otherauthored content. Theory and discussions on employee privacy in technology-mediated decisionmaking contexts hypothesizes that employees’ ability to authorize and control the access to their
personal information is paramount to privacy invasion perceptions (e.g., Alge, 2001; Black et al.,
2015; Brandenburg, 2008; Stone & Stone-Romero, 1998; Stoughton et al., 2016). Stone and
Stone-Romero argued that this is in part because American cultural norms dictate that people
should be consulted and should have a say in how their data are released or used (1998).
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Organizational design of these processes can restrict employee ability to control the collection
and use of their information, such as by gathering unauthorized information about the employees
from others, fostering higher invasion perceptions (Stone & Stone-Romero, 1998).
Consistent with this argument, Levin and Sánchez Abril (2006) surveyed 2500 young
adults (ages 18-24) on their social media use and perceptions of how this personal information
was used. Respondents considered posting information as consistent with the poster’s intent to
socialize this information. However, the majority of respondents reported they would be upset if
this information were accessed by unintended viewers, including their employer, suggesting this
would be perceived as a privacy breach. Further, respondents were given a scenario in which a
friend posted an old photo of them at a party on a day they had taken sick leave from work. In
the scenario, respondents tried but were unable to have the photo taken down, resulting in them
being reprimanded at work. In response to this scenario, 74% of respondents felt that the person
who posted the content was at fault for their privacy being breached.
As survivors have limited information about Facebook firing, they may infer the degree
to which the employee had control over the organization’s collection and use of his/her
information through more visible employee behaviors, like post authorship. Skarlicki and Kulik
(2005) argue that survivors’ perceptions of employee treatment are unique from disciplined
employees in that survivors often obtain information about treatment (i.e. Facebook firing)
second-hand and are therefore more likely to blame the employee due to biases like fundamental
attribution error (Jones & Nisbett, 1971). Based on Skarlicki & Kulik’s model (2005) and the
findings from the case review and survivor interviews, survivors may interpret the employee’s
authorship of the post for which he/she was terminated as the employee’s intention to publicize
information and their control over this spread of information, resulting in lower privacy invasion
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perceptions. In contrast, survivors may perceive that employee privacy was invaded when
content was posted by others because it may suggest the employee did not intend to share this
information and that the organization acted on this information without consideration for
employee rights to this control. Thus, I pose the following hypothesis.
Hypothesis 8: There will be a main effect of post authorship on survivors’ perceptions of
privacy invasion, such that employee-authored posts will result in lower survivor
perceptions of privacy invasion than other-authored posts.
Organizational Transparency on Privacy Invasion Perceptions
Organizational transparency is also expected to impact survivor privacy invasion
perceptions, such that an instance of Facebook firing will be perceived as less invasive when the
organization is transparent than when it is non-transparent. Though this relationship has not been
empirically examined, academic discussions, legal reviews, and business articles offering
guidance to organizations on Facebook firings have argued that organizational transparency is an
important characteristic for employee privacy invasion perceptions (e.g., Greysen et al., 2010;
Johnston, 2015; Kluemper et al., 2016; Sánchez-Abril et al. 2012), suggesting the need to test
this relationship. Further, results from the survivor interviews conducted here suggested that
when organizations were transparent with employees about social media use by distributing
social media policies, survivors perceived the organization’s monitoring as less invasive and
perceived the employee at fault for not taking steps to restrict information they did not want
publicized and used.
Since organizational use of employee social media is a fairly new practice, the digital
social contract and norms regarding each party’s responsibilities with respect to social media and
work-nonwork boundaries is still developing (Berkelaar, 2014; Black et al., 2015; Johnston,
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2015; Stone & Stone-Romero, 1998). As a result, employees may be unaware that social media
might be utilized for organizational decisions in the absence of organizational transparency and
there may be a mismatch between employee intentions in posting information and organizational
use of this information. If organizations purposefully withhold information about monitoring and
using employee social media, survivors may perceive that such use was more invasive than if the
organization were transparent. I expect this because organizations are crossing boundaries into
employees’ personal lives without notifying employees who reasonably would not be expected to
know otherwise, rendering employees passive recipients of covert organizational use of their
private/personal information. Extrapolating from Skarlicki & Kulik, this would provoke survivor
privacy invasion perceptions because it would restrict employee ability to control what the
organization sees and how their information is used (Stone & Stone-Romero, 1998). Based on
the theory and evidence cited above, I propose the following hypothesis.
Hypothesis 9: There will be a main effect of organizational transparency on survivors’
perceptions of privacy invasion, such that transparency regarding social media use as a
basis for termination will result in lower perceptions of privacy invasion than a lack of
transparency.
Interactional Hypotheses
Job-relatedness x Post Authorship on Privacy Invasion Perceptions As discussed, post jobrelatedness and post authorship are hypothesized to directly impact privacy invasion perceptions.
I also expect that post job-relatedness and post authorship will interact to impact survivor privacy
invasion perceptions. I expect that an instance of Facebook firing in which the social media
content was other-authored and job-unrelated will be perceived by survivors as most invasive,
followed by content that is employee-authored and job-unrelated, then other-authored and job-
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related, with employee-authored job-related content perceived as least invasive. While the
interaction between these two characteristics has not been empirically examined with respect to
Facebook firing, Skarlicki and Kulik theorize that employee attributes and behaviors will interact
to inform survivor perceptions of employee treatment (2005).
Organizations face an inherent ethical dilemma in that they have a responsibility to
protect rights, dignity, and welfare of employees while simultaneously responsible for protecting
interests of other stakeholders (e.g., customers, charges) and business interests (Stone & StoneRomero, 1998). As a result, crossing the work-nonwork boundary through monitoring and use of
employee personal social media information might be viewed as legitimate in certain cases to
protect organizational reputation and interests, especially because the employee is viewed as an
organizational representative (Olazábal & Sánchez Abril, 2010). Specifically, I expect privacy
invasion perceptions will be lowest when the post is employee-authored and job-related because
survivors will perceive that the organization is legitimately using relevant information that the
employee intentionally publicized to protect its interests and reputation. This argument is
consistent with best practice recommendations for using employee information to manage
employer interests while respecting employee privacy (Alder, 1998). It is also consistent with
sentiments that employees put themselves at risk when they post content to social media by
knowingly publicizing information and organizations have a right to act on this information
when it represents them poorly, as expressed in survivor interviews conducted here.
Other-authored job-related posts are expected to be perceived as more invasive than
employee-authored job-related posts but less invasive than the remaining conditions. Survivors
may feel the employee is culpable for engaging in discrediting or unprofessional job-related
behaviors that could be captured on social media. However, survivors may perceive such a case
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as more invasive than an employee-authored case because even though the post was job-related,
the employee may not have chosen to make such information public if they had control over it.
Further, the organization may not otherwise have known about the employee’s behavior so
survivors may see such a case as invasive. For example, in one survivor interview, an employee
was demoted due to a photo she was tagged in at a work event in which she appeared inebriated.
The survivor explained that the employee should have acted more professionally but that the
organization would not have known about it had a coworker not reported the employee.
I expect an employee-authored job-unrelated post to be perceived as more invasive than
the prior two conditions but less invasive than when the post is job-unrelated and other-authored.
Consistent with theory on electronic performance monitoring and social media-based selection,
as employees are treated as organizational representatives, survivors might perceive it as
reasonable for organizations to delve into employee personal life in response to deviant behavior
to protect their stakeholders, interests, and reputation (Alder, 1998; Stone & Stone-Romero,
1998). This may hold true even if employee behavior is not job-related when it is publicized by
the employee on social media. Finally, I contend that Facebook firing will be perceived as most
invasive when the post for which an employee is terminated is job-unrelated and other-authored.
Survivors are expected to perceive that the organization is unnecessarily overstepping (Stone &
Stone-Romero, 1998) and that the employee had limited control over what content gets shared
and did not intend to publicize this information to the organization.
Hypothesis 10: Post job-relatedness and post authorship will interact to affect survivor
privacy invasion perceptions. Survivor privacy invasion perceptions will be highest when
the employee is terminated for an other-authored job-unrelated post followed by an other-
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authored job-related post, then an employee-authored job unrelated post and least
invasive for an employee-authored job-related post.
Job-relatedness x Organizational Transparency on Privacy Invasion Perceptions
Skarlicki and Kulik theorized that employee and organizational attributes and behaviors
will interact to inform others’ perceptions of employee mistreatment (2005). In line with this
supposition, post job-relatedness and organizational transparency are also expected to interact to
impact survivor privacy invasion perceptions. Survivors are expected to perceive the following
conditions as most to least invasive: a job-unrelated post when the organization is nontransparent, a job-related post when the organization is non-transparent, a job-unrelated post
when the organization is transparent, and a job-related post when the organization is transparent.
Organizations must strike a balance between fulfilling business interests and respecting
their employees perceived rights to privacy and private life (Ashforth et al., 2000; Stone &
Stone-Romero, 1998). This gives rise to norms and social contracts between employees and
organizations about what information use is acceptable versus invasive (e.g., Berkelaar, 2015;
Stone & Stone-Romero, 1998). I expect survivor privacy invasion perceptions of Facebook firing
to be highest, then, when the organization is non-transparent, and the post is job-unrelated
because survivors will perceive the organization is unnecessarily encroaching on private life
without notifying employees so that they could protect their interests. Based on Skarlicki and
Kulik’s model, this should invoke self-concern from survivors that they can expect the
organization to similarly violate norms in future interactions, prompting similar sentiments to
disciplined employees (2005).
A case in which the employee is disciplined for a job-unrelated post and the organization
is transparent is expected to be perceived as second most invasive. Survivors may perceive that
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the organization is considering employee rights and interests when renegotiating boundaries and
providing explicit notice to employees. Thus, employees are given the opportunity to protect
themselves and manage their information to maintain their ideal social identity (Alge, 2001;
Clark & Roberts, 2010; Petronio, 2002; Stone & Stone-Romero, 1998), such as through use of
privacy settings or by deleting undesirable content. However, may feel like an unnecessary
intrusion since it is not germane to employee’s performance and misuser (Stone & StoneRomero, 1998). For example, some of the survivors interviewed here noted that although their
organizations had social media policies, the disciplinary action felt invasive because the
organizations overstepped unnecessarily (e.g., for innocuous commentary).
Survivors are expected to perceive a job-related post as less invasive than the former two
conditions when the organization is non-transparent. Survivors may perceive this condition as
somewhat invasive because despite having a legitimate reason to consider employee’s personal
social media, employees are entitled to a private life and thus, that the organization should be
explicit about use of employee personal information if they intend to renegotiate employee
boundaries to suit organizational aims (Stone & Stone-Romero, 1998). However, when the post
is job-related, the organization’s reason for crossing boundaries is more consistent with existing
norms about data collection (Stone & Stone-Romero, 1998). Thus, it might be viewed as less
invasive because the organization will be held responsible for harm done by its representative
and has a responsibility to protect the public’s interest as well. Based on survivor interviews and
the theory cited above, instances in which content is job-related and the organization is
transparent should be the least invasive because the organization establishes that they are acting
to protect a legitimate interest and provide advanced notice to employees.
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Hypothesis 11: Post job-relatedness and organizational transparency will interact to affect
survivor privacy invasion perceptions. Survivor privacy invasion perceptions will be
highest when the employee is terminated for a job-unrelated post and the organization is
non-transparent, followed by a job-related post when the organization is non-transparent,
a job-unrelated post when the organization is transparent, and lowest for a job-related
post when the organization is transparent.
Post Authorship x Organizational Transparency on Privacy Invasion Perceptions
Post authorship and organizational transparency are expected to interact to impact
survivor privacy invasion perceptions. Survivors will perceive Facebook firings as least invasive
when the post was employee-authored, and the organization was transparent, and most invasive
when the post was other-authored, and the organization was non-transparent. Similar to fairness
perceptions, I hypothesize only the extreme conditions of this interaction given the limited
research on this topic and pose a research question regarding the perceived invasiveness of the
remaining two conditions.
Privacy theories posit that organizational electronic surveillance can curtail employee
control over personal and professional privacy boundaries and that tension can result due to
boundary renegotiation and between the organization and employees, which should prompt
higher privacy invasion perceptions (e.g., Alge, 2001; Allen et al., 2007; Black et al., 2015;
Stone & Stone-Romero, 1998). Employees are intentional around sharing information to craft
certain images at work. The publication of information about employees that they do not have
control over, such as social media content posted by others, can hinder their inability to maintain
their social identities and result in undesirable outcomes like termination (Alge, 2001; Allen et
al., 2007; Petronio 2002).
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In an instance of Facebook firing in which a post is other-authored and the organization is
non-transparent, the employee lacks control over what others are posting but is being held
accountable for content posted about him or her. As the organization is not forthcoming with
employees in such cases about using their social media activity for disciplinary action,
employees are further restricted from proactively trying to control content posted about them by
others to protect their privacy, maintain their organizational identities, and prevent disciplinary
action. I expect survivors to perceive this instance as most invasive because they will experience
self-concern that the organization might similarly hold them accountable for non-work activity
and moral concern over the disciplined employee’s privacy being violated (Allen et al., 2007;
Skarlicki & Kulik, 2005).
In contrast, as evidenced in survivor interviews, when the post is employee authored and
the organization is transparent, I expect survivors to perceive low privacy invasion. Consistent
with social media norms expressed in survivor interviews, survivors will perceive that the
employee publicized their information despite knowing the organization might use it for
evaluative purposes and therefore that the employee should not expect their information to be
private. Based on this rationale and initial, I pose the following hypothesis about the two
conditions discussed above, as well as a research question about survivor privacy invasion
perceptions of Facebook firing conditions in which a post was employee authored but the
organization was non-transparent, and a post was other authored, but the organization was
transparent.
Hypothesis 12: Post authorship and organizational transparency will interact to affect
survivor privacy invasion perceptions. Survivor privacy invasion perceptions will be
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highest for other-authored posts when the organization is non-transparent and lowest
when the post is employee-authored, and the organization is transparent.
Research Question 4: In comparison to when a post is employee-authored and the
organization is transparent and when the post is other-authored and the organization is
non-transparent, how will conditions in which a post is employee-authored and the
organization is non-transparent and one in which a post is other-authored and the
organization is transparent impact survivors’ privacy invasion perceptions of Facebook
firing?
Survivor Organizational Trust
Further extending Skarlicki & Kulik’s model, I predict that organizational transparency
will impact a third survivor reaction, organizational trust. Extrapolating from Skarlicki and
Kulik’s model (2005), I expect that organizational transparency of an employee in an instance of
Facebook firing will impact survivors’ willingness to be vulnerable to the organization because it
will shape their expectations for how the organization will behave towards them the future.
Specifically, I predict that an organization that is transparent in an instance of Facebook firing
will foster higher survivor trust in the organization, whereas non-transparency will foster lower
trust.
Theory and literature on organizational trust posit that survivor trust is partly based on the
survivor’s beliefs that the organization wants to do right by employees and abides by an
acceptable set of rules or principles (Mayer et al., 1995). Boundary theory suggests that
employees create boundaries between work and non-work domains (Nippert-Eng, 1996) but that
the organization can influence the creation of these boundaries, creating norms and expectations
regarding what is acceptable to the organization (Ashforth et al., 2000). If the organization does
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not have pre-established rules regarding use of social media for disciplinary action, it creates
ambiguity and leaves employees to rely on existing rules and boundaries that dictate what they
can be terminated for, which normatively suggest the basis for termination should be restricted to
work behavior.
Based on logic put forth by Skarlicki and Kulik (2005) and Schnackenberg and
Tomlinson (2016), if an employee gets Facebook fired but the organization was non-transparent
(i.e. covertly monitoring social media), survivors might perceive the organization knowingly
violated existing norms and social contracts by crossing into the non-work domain without
informing employees in advance. Witnessing the organization acting inconsistently with
established norms and rules towards others is expected to erode survivor trust that the
organization will adhere to accepted norms and policies and do right by survivors when
interacting with them in the future. This argument is consistent with theory and discussion on
electronic performance monitoring e.g., Snyder & Cistulli, 2011; Stanton, 2000) and on social
media use in selection, (e.g., Berkelaar et al., 2015) which contends that employee trust will be
reduced when organizational communication about such policies and practices is poor and when
practices are inconsistent with agreed upon rules (. In contrast, if the organization was
transparent, I expect survivors will perceive that the organization is explicitly notifying
employees about changing rules regarding organizational boundaries and thus attempting to set
employee expectations. Thus, I expect that organizational transparency will foster higher
survivor trust in the organization than non-transparency.
Hypothesis 13: There will be a main effect of organizational transparency on survivor
organizational trust such that organizational transparency will result in higher survivor
trust in the organization than non-transparency.
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The proposed main effects are depicted in Figure 1. The proposed interactive effects for
fairness perceptions and privacy invasion perceptions are depicted in Figures 2 and 3,
respectively.
Method
The main study used a 2 (post job-relatedness: job-related vs. job-unrelated) x 2 (post
authorship: employee authored vs. other authored) x 2 (organizational transparency: transparent
vs. non-transparent) between-subjects experimental design. Independent variables were
manipulated using a short scenario. Following the manipulations, survivor fairness perceptions,
privacy invasion perceptions, and organizational trust were assessed with self-report measures in
order to test my hypotheses and research questions. Three pilot studies were conducted to
develop the experimental materials for the main study, including the scenario in which the
independent variables were manipulated. I describe these pilot studies first, followed by an
overview of the main study.
Pilot Studies
In this study, I manipulated the independent variables in a scenario and measured the
dependent variables using self-report measures. The scenario was designed as a popular news
media article to bolster the realism of the materials, as Facebook firings cases are often reported
through these outlets (e.g., “25 Facebook posts that ended careers, n.d.”; Correa, 2016; Sun,
2016). This is consistent with prior research on terminations, which has used vignettes or
fictional news articles to manipulate variables of interest (e.g., Skarlicki et al., 1998; Skarlicki &
Rupp, 2010; Valentine et al., 2010). The cases examined in the first two studies of this
dissertation provided inspiration for the post content, scenario context and writing style.
Pilot Study 1
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The aims of this first pilot study were to a) select the case to be used in the main study
scenario, b) test whether the manipulation of the three independent variables were effective, such
that participants perceived the organization as transparent or non-transparent, and the post
content as job-related or job-unrelated and as employee or other-authored, depending on the
condition, and c) identify any necessary revisions to the chosen scenario prior to use in the main
study.
Participants. Participants were recruited from Amazon Mechanical Turk (“MTurk”), an
online marketplace for work. Based on an a priori power analysis assuming a medium effect
sizes (0.50) in Chi Square analyses and a power of 0.80, a sample of 39 was needed for each case
(i.e. 78 participants total) to provide adequate power to test whether there is a statistically
significant main effect of each manipulation on its respective manipulation check item. Pilot
participants were required to be employed full-time in the U.S., 18 years of age or older, fluent
and literate in English, and not self-employed, consistent with the population of interest.
Participants were compensated $0.75 for their participation, which was completely voluntary.
Scenarios. Two potential Facebook firing cases were designed for the main study’s
scenario and were pilot tested. In the first case, Pat is seated on an airplane and makes a
threatening joke to his/her friend about several children misbehaving on the flight (see Edwards,
2018; White, 2017, for sample cases). In the second case, Pat and his/her friend are walking
through Target and make an insulting joke about a fellow shopper picking out a shirt (see Holley,
2015 for sample case). See Appendix B for all versions of the two scenario cases in this first
pilot.
Ethically ambiguous, realistic cases were targeted for inspiration because such instances
were expected to be problematic enough to potentially result in firing but not so socially
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unacceptable that they would override any effects of the independent variables. According to
Jones (1991), an ethical action is that which is “legal and morally acceptable to the larger
community,” (pp. 367). Based on this definition, cases where terminated employees engaged in
behavior that would be considered normatively socially condemned, such as illegal behaviors
(e.g., doing drugs, stealing), obvious occupation or job rule violating behavior (e.g., HIPPA
violations), or harming others (e.g., abusing patients, students, or charges, contaminating food)
were not selected as the inspiration for this study’s potential scenarios.
Post Job-relatedness Manipulation. Post job-relatedness was manipulated by changing
Pat’s job. The job was either related to the content of the post or was unrelated. To ensure
participants understood Pat’s job, and thus were better able to evaluate job-relevance of the post,
a short description of the job was also included in the scenario and was manipulated. In Case 1 in
the job-related condition, the scenario stated, “Johnson had worked as a fashion editor at
TrendSET Magazine for the past two years, writing and editing fashion features, working with
fashion designers, journalists, and experts in the field, attending fashion shows on behalf of the
magazine, and interacting with followers”. In the job-unrelated condition, the scenario stated,
“Johnson had worked as a travel editor at TrendSET Magazine for the past two years, writing
and editing travel features, working with writers, editors, videographers, and designers in the
field, researching travel trends, tips, destinations, and activities, and interacting with followers”.
In Case 2, the vignette similarly stated, “Johnson had worked as a [job title] at the
Culpepper Medical Center for the past two years, [job description]”. In the job-related condition,
Pat was a pediatric nurse and Pat’s job description read, “identifying health issues and providing
health and medical care to children and young adults,”. In the job-unrelated condition, Pat was a
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geriatric nurse whose job description read, “creating treatment plans and providing counseling to
elderly patients with acute or chronic illnesses”.
Post Authorship Manipulation. Post authorship was manipulated by stating that the
social media post for which Pat was terminated was posted by Pat (employee-authored
condition) or someone other than Pat (other-authored condition). Cases were designed to occur in
public so that it was plausible that the other person posting about Pat was a stranger who
witnessed Pat’s behavior. In both cases, the employee-authored conditions stated that Pat was
terminated after, “Johnson posted a video to Facebook”. In other-authored conditions, the other
person was either a fellow shopper (Case 1) or a fellow passenger (Case 2). In these conditions,
the scenario stated that Pat was terminated after, “Johnson was identified in a video posted by a
fellow [shopper / passenger] to Facebook”.
Organizational Transparency Manipulation. Organizational transparency was
manipulated by stating whether the organization had or had not previously notified employees
that they could be terminated for social media activity. In transparent conditions, the scenario
stated, “The [Magazine / Medical Center] could not be reached for comment, but the source
confirmed that the company had previously released a social media policy notifying its
employees that they could be fired for social media content”. Similarly, for the non-transparent
conditions in both cases, the scenario stated, “The [Magazine/ Medical Center] could not be
reached for comment, but the source confirmed that the company had not previously notified
employees that they could be fired for social media content”.
Conditions. As I manipulated three independent variables, each with two levels, eight
conditions were tested for each case in the form of eight versions of the same scenario. The eight
conditions were as follows: 1) job-related, employee-authored post, and organizational
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transparency, 2) job-related, other-authored post and organizational transparency, 3) job-related,
employee-authored post and organizational non-transparency, 4) job-related, other-authored post
and organizational non-transparency, 5) job-unrelated, employee-authored post, and
organizational transparency, 6) job-unrelated, other-authored post and organizational
transparency, 7) job-unrelated, employee-authored post and organizational non-transparency, and
8) job-unrelated, other-authored post and organizational non-transparency. Pilot materials thus
consisted of sixteen scenarios total, or eight scenarios per case (Appendix B). Each participant
was randomly assigned to review one version of one case (or one condition).
Controlled Characteristics. Within each case, several Facebook firing characteristics
that were not being examined in this study were held constant so that they did not differentially
impact perceptions of the incident in different conditions. Each are described below.
Social Media Site. Facebook was chosen as the social media site for these manipulations
because according to a study by Pew Research Center (2018), Facebook is one of the most
popular and heavily used social media sites among US adults. Further, according to the Society
of Human Resource Management (2013), Facebook is the second most common social
networking website organizations use to screen job candidates2.
Type of Post. In both cases, Pat was terminated for a video post in order to manipulate
post authorship without changing the content of the post and while still attributing behavior to
Pat. For example, if in an employee-authored post there was a caption conveying Pat’s
sentiments (e.g., “I hate my boss”), changing post authorship such that Pat’s friend posted the

2

LinkedIn is the most commonly used site; however, LinkedIn is a professional social networking site. Research
suggests that in a selection context, applicants react more positively to use of professional networking sites (e.g.,
LinkedIn) than non-professional sites (e.g., Facebook) for screening and selection, as assessment was more
consistent with the intention of the profile (Aguado et al., 2016).

75

SURVIVOR REACTIONS TO FACEBOOK FIRING
same content could make it seem as if the friend were conveying the sentiment unless the caption
were also changed (e.g., “Pat: I hate my boss”).
Terminated Employee Gender. The name Pat Johnson was chosen because it is gender
neutral.
Relationship to Other Author. In other-authored conditions, the person who posts to
Facebook was a stranger who is near Pat when the behavior occurs and records it but is not an
acquaintance, as is common in real Facebook firing cases that occur in public (e.g., Cobb, 2017;
Horton & Eltagouri, 2018; “Vermont Man Fired”, 2017). In the first case, the other author was
another passenger on the plane; in the second case, it was another shopper.
Organization. While Pat’s job was manipulated to assess importance of post jobrelatedness (discussed in detail below), the organization where Pat is employed will be held
constant across conditions within each case. In the first case, Pat worked at Culpepper Medical
Center, which was described as “a full-service hospital devoted to patient care, education, and
research, with physicians representing over 70 medical specialties”. In the second case, Pat
worked at TrendSET Magazine, described as “a lifestyle magazine covering topics such as
travel, culture, beauty, fashion, health and fitness, and leisure”. Descriptions were inspired by
those of real organizations in the healthcare and publishing industries, respectively. These
descriptions were included to enhance the realism of the organization and provide context for
Pat’s employment given his/her job description.
Organizational Discovery of Post. Organizations can become aware of employee social
media posts through active means, such as scouring employee social media looking for job or
organization-related content. Alternatively, organizations can become aware through passive
means, such as being notified by organizational or non-organizational members or being tipped
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off by the offending employee. For example, Taco Bell terminated JJ O’Brian Nolan after Nolan
posted a picture of himself licking a stack of taco shells at work to the company’s Facebook feed
(“Employee Fired from Taco Bell”, 2013).
Having the organization proactively monitor employee social media suggests that the
organization intentionally chose to covertly monitor and evaluate employees. Such nontransparent monitoring and social media-based decision making and has been common in
selection and termination contexts (Davison et al., 2011; Kluemper et al., 2016; Landers &
Callan, 2014). Further, proactive use of social media for decision-making is on the rise (Davison
et al., 2011; SHRM, 2013), especially since organizations are being held accountable for
employee social media behavior (McFarland & Ployhart, 2015; Sánchez Abril et al., 2012).
Thus, I chose to have the organization actively discover the employee’s post in this study. In
each condition the scenario stated that, “an inside source revealed that [organization name]
regularly monitors employee social media activity and discovered the post during one of their
searches”.
Response Latency. In all conditions, Pat posted the offensive content on Saturday and
was terminated by the organization the following Monday. Response latency was kept consistent
because survivors were expected to view organizational reaction time as indicative of their
values. For example, longer response latency to a harmful employee post may be perceived as an
indicator of how much an organization cares about the incident/offense, agrees with the post, or
takes care to manage its reputation (Clifford, 2009). A short time period (two days) was chosen
because an organization that proactively monitors social media might reasonably find employee
posts relatively quickly.

77

SURVIVOR REACTIONS TO FACEBOOK FIRING
Measures. Several items were used to determine which case should be used as scenario
content in the main study, test the effectiveness of the independent variable manipulations, and
identify any necessary revisions (see Appendix B for full list of items).
Screening Items. Four screening items were used to screen participants based on the
inclusion criteria (being 18 years old or older, fluent and literate in English, employed full-time,
and not being self-employed). MTurk settings were used to restrict participants to those in the
US, which was the fifth inclusion criterion.
Manipulation Checks. Three manipulation check items (one per independent variable)
were used to test whether my scenarios effectively manipulated the variables of interest. To
evaluate the post job-relatedness manipulation, participants were asked, “Was the social media
activity for which Pat was terminated job-related (i.e. relevant to the content or performance of
Pat’s job)?” (response options: “Yes”, “No”, “I don’t know”). To assess the effectiveness of the
post authorship manipulation, participants were asked, “Who posted the video that resulted in
Pat’s termination? (response options: “Pat”, “Pat’s friend”, “A fellow [passenger or shopper]”, “I
don’t know”). Finally, participants were asked, “Did the organization tell employees they could
be fired for social media activity?” (response options: “Yes”, “No”, “I don’t know”), to check the
organizational transparency manipulation.
Ethical Ambiguity and Realism. Ethical ambiguity of the post content for which the
employee was terminated was assessed using two items adapted from Singer (1996) (i.e., “How
ethical do you think Pat’s behavior was in the Facebook post?” and “How ethical do you think
other people would feel that Pat’s behavior was in the Facebook post?”). Participants rated items
on a 5-point Likert scale (response options: 1 = Highly unethical; 3 = Ethically ambiguous; 5 =
Highly ethical). Participant scores on the items were averaged to create a composite ethical
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ambiguity score. One item was used to assess how realistic the pilot contexts are (i.e. “How
realistic is it that Pat was terminated for the behavior described in the scenario?” Response
options: 1 = Highly unrealistic; 3 = Neither realistic nor unrealistic; 5 = Highly realistic).
Open Ended Question. To identify any awkward or unclear language, errors, or issues,
participants were provided with an open text box and asked to report any awkward, confusing, or
unclear language, errors, issues, or other feedback of the scenario they were shown. Participants
were shown their assigned scenario while answering this question to ensure they could
effectively identify any problems.
Demographic Items. Participants were asked to report their age, gender, ethnicity, and
industry in which they work (see Appendix B for full list of items).
Procedure. Participants completed screening items and those who met the inclusion
criteria provided informed consent. Participants were randomly assigned to one of the two cases
at the start of the study and to a condition within their assigned case. All experimental conditions
for both cases were included in the pilot. Instructions for both cases can be found in Appendix B.
Participants were asked to assume the role of an employee at an organization, which was briefly
described. The organization and description varied based on the case. Participants were told that
it is Wednesday morning, and while checking their emails they receive an instant message from
their coworker, Robin Pryor. Robin’s message read, “Did you hear about Pat J??? Have you
seen this?” followed by a hyperlink to the assigned scenario. Participants were told that Robin’s
message refers to another coworker, Pat Johnson. Participants read the article and completed
items measuring the effectiveness of the independent variable manipulations, ethical ambiguity
and realism of the scenario, and demographic questions.
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Results. Data were collected from 93 participants to account for any issues involving
problematic data.
Data Quality and Attention Checks. The dataset was first cleaned based on best practices
for identifying attention and data quality concerns. Participants were removed from the data set if
they submitted the survey without any responses (n = 1) or if they appeared to be duplicate
responses for the same individual based on IP address, location, date/time submitted, and
demographic characteristics (n = 2). Beyond these indicators, participant survey completion time
was examined, as research suggests it can indicate careless responding (Meade & Craig, 2012). I
also examined standard deviations of intra-individual responses to items on the same scale for
flat ratings, and whether participants wrote open-ended comments. No participants needed to be
excluded based on these criteria. Notably, five participants failed all three manipulation checks
(5.5%). As the purpose of the pilot was to determine the effectiveness of said checks, these
responses were kept in the dataset as legitimate indicators of whether the manipulations were
perceived effectively.
The final useable sample size consisted of 90 responses (63.3% Male, 83.3% Caucasian,
Mage = 39.4, sdage = 10.2). Of this sample, 46 respondents received Case 1 (TrendSET Magazine)
and 44 respondents received Case 2 (Culpepper Medical). Next, I discuss the analyses conducted
to evaluate the effectiveness of each independent variable manipulation for both cases. Then, I
discuss other factors considered in evaluating both cases, followed by a description of the
revisions made to the chosen case.
Effectiveness of Manipulations.
Post Job-relatedness. In Case 1 (TrendSET Magazine), when asked whether the
Facebook post was job-related, 31 out of 46 participants gave the correct response that
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corresponded with their job-relatedness condition (for job-related: “Yes”, for job-unrelated:
“No”), X2(1, N = 46) = 8.01, p < .01 (p < .05, two-sided Fisher’s exact test3). The majority of
these participants received the job-unrelated condition. Twenty out of 23 participants (87%) in
the job-unrelated condition correctly identified it as such, whereas 11 out of 23 participants
(47%) in the job-related condition correctly identified it as such. These results suggest that those
assigned to the job-related condition were significantly less able to correctly identify the correct
response that corresponded with their condition than those in the job-unrelated condition.
The results of Case 2 (Culpepper Medical Center) were consistent with Case 1. When
asked whether the Facebook post was job-related, 28 out of 44 participants gave the correct
response corresponding with their job-relatedness condition, X2(1, N = 44) = 14.85, p < .001 (p <
.001, two-sided Fisher’s exact test). However, this association was clearly driven by the jobunrelated manipulation. Whereas 22 out of 25 participants (88%) in the job-unrelated condition
correctly identified them as such, only six out of 19 participants (32%) in the job-related
condition did so correctly. These findings suggest that the job-relatedness manipulation was even
less effective in the second case.
Post Authorship. In Case 1, when asked who authored the Facebook post for which Pat
was terminated, 33 out of 46 participants gave the correct response that corresponded with their
post authorship condition (employee-authored: “Pat”, other-authored: “A fellow shopper”), X2(1,
N = 46) = 2.68, n.s. (p > .05, two-sided Fisher’s exact test). Specifically, 19 out of 23 participants
(83%) in the employee-authored condition and 14 out of 23 participants (61%) in the otherauthored condition correctly identified the respective condition. Thus, there was no significant
difference between those in the employee-authored and other-authored conditions with respect to

3

Fisher’s exact test was used to determine whether the associations were significant when one or more cells had
fewer than 5 cases.
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their ability to correctly identify the response corresponding to their condition, suggesting that
overall, the authorship manipulation was effective.
In contrast, the authorship manipulation proved only partially effective in Case 2. When
asked who authored the post for which Pat was terminated, 19 out of 44 participants gave the
correct response corresponding to their post authorship condition, X2(1, N = 44) = 11.21, p <
.001. (p < .01, two-sided Fisher’s exact test). Whereas in the employee-authored condition, 15
out of 22 (68%) of participants responded correctly, only 4 out of 22 (18%) participants in the
other-authored condition chose the correct response. These results suggest the other-authored
manipulation was significantly less effective than the employee-authored manipulation, as
participants in the employee-authored condition were more frequently able to identify the correct
response.
Organizational Transparency. In Case 1, when asked whether the organization told
employees that they could be terminated for social media use, 31 out of 46 respondents gave the
correct response corresponding to their organizational transparency condition, (transparent:
“Yes”, non-transparent: “No”), X2(1, N = 46) = 11.97, p < .001 (p < .01, two-sided Fisher’s exact
test). Specifically, 21 out of 23 participants (91%) in the transparent condition and 10 out of 23
participants (43%) in the non-transparent condition correctly identified the respective condition.
Thus, there was a significant difference between the transparent and non-transparent conditions
such that the transparent condition was more effective than the non-transparent condition.
Overall, then, the transparency manipulation was only partially effective for Case 1.
In Case 2, 28 out of 44 respondents gave the correct response corresponding to their
organizational transparency condition, X2(1, N = 44) = 4.24, p < .05 (p = .06, two-sided Fisher’s
exact test). Of these participants, 16 out of 20 participants (80%) in the transparent condition and
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12 out of 24 participants (50%) in the non-transparent condition correctly identified the
respective condition. Thus, there was a marginally significant difference between those in the
transparent and non-transparent conditions with respect to their ability to correctly identify the
response corresponding to their condition. These results suggest that overall, the transparency
manipulation was effective, though the transparent condition was more effective than the nontransparent condition.
Ethical Ambiguity and Realism. Next, I compared the perceived ethical ambiguity of
Pat’s termination and the perceived realism of the two cases. There were no significant
differences in perceptions of ethical ambiguity between participants who read about TrendSET
Magazine (M = 2.21, sd = 0.76) and those who read about Culpepper Medical (M = 2.51, sd =
0.79), t(87) = -1.87, n.s. Both cases were perceived as somewhat unethical, which suggests
neither case would be perceived as so unethical as to overwhelm any effects of the independent
variables. In addition, there was no significant difference in the perceived realism of the two
cases (MTrendSET = 3.30, sdTrendSET = 1.11, MCulpepper = 3.02, sdCulpepper = 1.30), t(85) = 1.10, n.s.
Open-ended feedback. The majority of open-text comments for both cases stated that
there were no revisions necessary and that the article was clear and well-written. One
grammatical error was identified in both cases. Three participants that received Case 1 provided
feedback about the manipulations and manipulation checks. These included that the manipulation
check questions were too specific, that it was unclear who authored the post in the other-authored
condition, and that job-relatedness of the post was unclear. These comments were consistent with
the findings that the manipulations were only effective in some conditions (i.e., job-unrelated and
employee-authored conditions).
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For Case 2, participants raised one instance of awkward wording. Consistent with Case 1,
two participants who received the other-authored condition noted that the article was unclear
regarding who posted the video, consistent with the finding that the other-authored manipulation
was ineffective in this case. One participant expressed indecision about the job-relatedness of the
post in the job-related condition.
Discussion. Overall, the results were mixed regarding the effectiveness of the
independent variable manipulations across both cases. Additionally, both cases met the criteria
for ethical ambiguity and realism there were no significant differences between the two cases in
terms of ethical ambiguity and realism. Thus, the results did not indicate a clearly superior case
of the two piloted. Given that the ineffective levels of the manipulations in Case 1 were closer to
being perceived effectively than those in Case 2 and the former was rated as slightly (though not
significantly) more realistic, Case 1 was selected for revision and use in the main study.
However, it was determined that further piloting was necessary to test whether the revisions
improved the effectiveness of the manipulations.
Pilot Study 2
Several revisions were made to Case 1 based on the above results to enhance the
effectiveness of the manipulations. Given that the manipulations were only partially effective
and the extent of the revisions, a second pilot was conducted to test the effectiveness of the
revised scenario and manipulations. Specifically, this second pilot examined whether participants
perceived the organization as non-transparent, and the post content as job-related and as otherauthored, depending on the corresponding condition, as these were the conditions that were
previously found to be ineffective. Pilot 2 experimental materials and survey items are displayed
in Appendix C.
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Participants
Consistent with Pilot Study 1, participants were recruited from Amazon Mechanical Turk
(“MTurk”). Based on an a priori power analysis assuming a medium effect sizes (0.50) in Chi
Square analyses and a power of 0.80, a sample of 39 was targeted to provide adequate power to
test whether there is a statistically significant main effect of each manipulation on its respective
manipulation check item. Inclusion criteria and compensation were the same as in the first pilot.
Pilot 2 Scenario
See Appendix C for all versions of the scenario used in Pilot 2.
Job-relatedness Manipulation. Consistent with Pilot 1, post job-relatedness was
manipulated by changing Pat’s job and job description to be related or unrelated to the post. The
job and job description of the job-related condition, and Pat’s comment in both conditions were
revised to enhance their relatedness to the post. I speculated that participants might be uncertain
about the job-relatedness of the post because Pat’s job description did not clearly state whether
critiquing fashion was part of Pat’s job. Thus, it might be unclear whether the post was germane
to Pat’s job content and tasks, per the definition of job-relatedness provided to participants.
Further, because critiquing is often a component of fashion jobs, Pat’s behavior might be
perceived as performing their job effectively as opposed to engaging in negative or potentially
harmful social media behavior.
Based on these suppositions, I altered Pat’s job to be a “health and fitness” editor. Pat’s
job description was revised for concision, to be health and fitness-related, and to clarify that
Pat’s job entailed providing positive messages and advice to others, such that negative advice
would be perceived as potentially harmful behavior. Specifically, Pat’s job description was
revised to, “writing and editing fitness articles, growing TrendSET’s social media following by
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posting educational, inspiring content for readers of all fitness levels, and researching fitness
trends and topics”. The wording of the job-unrelated job description was altered to be consistent
with the changes to the job-related condition in order to maintain similarity across conditions.
The video content was altered to have Pat make a negative joke about an overweight shopper
purchasing fitness attire (see Figures C1 and C5 for job-related and job-unrelated manipulations).
Post Authorship Manipulation. Post authorship was manipulated in the same manner as
in Pilot 1. However, the other-authored condition was altered to “another shopper posted a video
of Johnson to Facebook last Saturday”. It was thought that readers might be confused by the
terminology “fellow”, such that they interpreted it to mean friend and thus, thought the other
author was a friend of Pat’s. The revisions were intended to make the sentence clearer and more
concise, and to clarify that the other author was a passerby in the store rather than Pat’s friend.
No changes were made to the employee-authored condition (see Figures C1 and C2).
Organizational Transparency Manipulation. Organizational transparency was
manipulated in the same manner as in Pilot 1 and the wording of the transparent condition
remained the same. The wording of the non-transparency condition was revised to more
definitively state that the organization did not notify employees of their social media monitoring
and termination practices. Specifically, the sentence was altered to: “the company had never
notified its employees that they could be fired for social media content” (see Figures C1 and C3).
Measures. Several items were used to evaluate the effectiveness of the revised
manipulations and to identify any further revisions necessary (see Appendix C for full list of
items).
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Screening items. The same four screening items from Pilot 1 were used to screen
participants in Pilot 2. As with Pilot 1, MTurk settings were used to restrict participants to those
in the US, which was the fifth inclusion criterion.
Manipulation Checks. Three manipulation check items (one per independent variable)
were used to test whether my scenarios effectively manipulated the variables of interest. The jobrelatedness and organizational transparency manipulation checks and corresponding response
options were the same as those in Pilot 1. The response options for the post authorship
manipulation check were altered to be consistent with the changes to the manipulation and in
response to feedback that the options were too specific. Specifically, the option “Pat’s friend”
was dropped and the other-authored option was changed from “a fellow shopper” to “another
shopper”.
Ethical Ambiguity and Realism. Ethical ambiguity and realism were assessed using the
same items as in Pilot 1.
Open Ended Question. As in the first pilot, participants were provided with an open text
box to report any awkward, confusing, or unclear language, errors, issues, or other feedback.
Demographic Items. Participants were asked to report their age, gender, ethnicity,
industry in which they work.
Procedure. Participants completed screening items and those who met the inclusion
criteria provided informed consent. Participants were randomly assigned to one of the eight
conditions at the start of the study. Participants were given the same instructions and
experimental stimuli as those assigned to TrendSet Magazine in Pilot 1 (see Appendix C).
Participants read the article and completed items measuring the effectiveness of the independent
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variable manipulations, ethical ambiguity and realism of the scenario, and demographic
questions.
Results. Data were collected from 54 participants to account for any issues involving
problematic data.
Data Quality and Attention Checks. Consistent with Pilot 1, the dataset was cleaned
based on best practices for identifying attention and data quality concerns. Participants were
removed from the data set if they submitted the survey without any responses (n = 6) or if they
appeared to be duplicate responses for the same individual based on IP address, location,
date/time submitted, and demographic characteristics (n = 1). Beyond these indicators,
participant survey completion time was examined for careless responding (Meade & Craig,
2012). I also examined standard deviations of intra-individual responses to items on the same
scale for flat ratings, and whether participants wrote open-ended comments. No participants
needed to be excluded based on these criteria. The final useable sample size consisted of 47
responses (57.4% Male, 70.2% Caucasian, Mage = 38.7, sdage = 8.7).
Effectiveness of Manipulations.
Post Job-relatedness. Twenty-four (51%) participants received the job-related condition.
When asked whether the Facebook post was job-related, 28 out of 47 participants (60%) gave the
correct response that corresponded with their job-relatedness condition (for job-related: “Yes”,
for job-unrelated: “No”), X2(1, N = 47) = 9.92, p < .01 (p < .01, two-sided Fisher’s exact test).
Nineteen out of 23 participants (83%) in the job-unrelated condition correctly identified it as
such, whereas 9 out of 24 participants (38%) in the job-related condition correctly identified it as
such. These results suggest that those assigned to the job-related condition were significantly less
able to correctly identify the correct response than those in the job-unrelated condition and thus,
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that the job-relatedness manipulation was still largely imperceptible to participants assigned to
the job-related condition.
Post Authorship. Twenty-four (51%) participants received the employee-authored
condition. When asked who authored the Facebook post for which Pat was terminated, 39 out of
47 participants (83%) gave the correct response that corresponded with their post authorship
condition (employee-authored: “Pat”, other-authored: “Another shopper”), X2(1, N = 47) =
0.710, n.s. (n.s., two-sided Fisher’s exact test). Specifically, 21 out of 24 participants (88%) in
the employee-authored condition and 18 out of 23 participants (78%) in the other-authored
condition correctly identified the respective condition. This suggests that the authorship
manipulation was effective, as there was no difference between conditions with respect to
participant ability to correctly identify the response corresponding to their condition.
Organizational Transparency. Twenty-two participants (47%) received the transparent
condition. When asked whether the organization told employees that they could be terminated
for social media use, 37 out of 47 respondents (79%) gave the correct response corresponding to
their organizational transparency condition, (transparent: “Yes”, non-transparent: “No”), X2(1, N
= 47) = 1.44, n.s. (n.s., two-sided Fisher’s exact test). Specifically, 19 out of 22 participants
(86%) in the transparent condition and 18 out of 25 participants (72%) in the non-transparent
condition correctly identified the respective condition. Thus, there were no significant
differences in participant ability to correctly identify responses between those in the transparent
and non-transparent conditions. These results suggest that the transparency manipulation was
effective at both levels.
Ethical Ambiguity and Realism. The perceived ethical ambiguity of Pat’s behavior in the
post and the perceived realism of the scenario was examined to ensure that participant
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perceptions were still within the desirable range so as not to overwhelm the impact of the
independent variables. Average participant perceptions of the ethicality of Pat’s post remained
around the “somewhat unethical” mark, though the revised scenario was perceived as more
unethical than the initial version (M = 1.74, sd = 0.81). Participant perceptions of scenario
realism increased for the revised scenario (M = 3.94, sd = 0.96), suggesting the revisions
enhanced the realism of the experimental materials.
Open-ended Feedback. Consistent with Pilot 1, almost all open-text comments stated
that there were no revisions necessary and that the article was clear and well-written. Two
participants in the job-related condition commented that Pat deserved to be fired because their
actions could have caused the company reputational damage or customer loss.
Discussion. Overall, the results suggested that the revisions to the scenario improved the
effectiveness of the transparency and post authorship manipulation. The job-related manipulation
remained partially ineffective, such that participants in the job-unrelated condition perceived it as
such but those in the job-related condition did not perceive their condition correctly. This
prompted a reflection on why the job-relatedness manipulation was not being perceived
effectively. A review of the results from the case review and survivor interviews, as well as
traditional literature streams on job-relatedness and job performance led to the hypothesis that
the issue was the definition of job-relatedness rather than the manipulation.
Job-relatedness was defined here as whether the social media post was relevant to the
content of the employee’s job or performance of the job. Based on survivor interviews and posts
from the case reviews for which others demanded the organization discipline the employee, it
seemed plausible that employee social media content is judged on an evolved, expanded
conceptualization of job relevance or on relevance to the organization. That is, employee social
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media behavior may in some cases speak to employee’s literal ability to perform the role or
associated tasks. In other cases, social media activity may be viewed as relevant if it has bearing
on the organization’s or others’ perceptions of the employee’s suitability for the role (e.g.
whether they are credible or trustworthy) or embodiment of the organization’s reputation, brand
or values. The latter reflects what may have traditionally been viewed as more contextual
elements of performance (Helm, 2011; Van Scotter & Motowidlo, 1996). The growing
importance of an organization’s brand and reputation for establishing a competitive advantage
(e.g., Turban & Greening, 1997) suggests that helping to maintain a positive public perception
may be an increasingly important, albeit informal element of an employee’s job (Helm, 2011).
The employee’s representation of the organization on social media may be particularly important
as organizations increasingly seek to leverage social media for marketing and recruitment (Helm,
2011; Kluemper et al., 2016; SHRM, 2016). To test this expanded conceptualization, I conducted
a third pilot study.
Pilot Study 3
The primary aims of the third pilot study were to exploratorily examine an expanded
conceptualization of job relatedness and determine whether the manipulation of job-relatedness
in the scenario crafted for the main study was effective given this expanded conceptualization. In
addition to these primary aims, this study took a deeper dive into general perceptions of the
conditions under which Facebook firing was viewed as relevant and appropriate for
consideration in termination decisions.
Participants
Participants of this pilot study consisted of 18 Industrial-Organizational Psychology PhDs
and PhD candidates who were aged 18 or older, fluent and literate in English, and employed full-
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time in the US. This sample was selected because those with subject matter expertise in workrelated construct definition and measurement, as well as extensive knowledge of the work
environment and work practices seemed well-suited to explore the domain of job-relatedness as
it pertained to Facebook firing.
Scenario and Experimental Materials
As the job-unrelated condition was shown to be effective in the previous pilot, one jobrelated condition (job-related, employee authored post with organizational non-transparency)
was randomly selected from the four possible conditions for this pilot (see Appendix C, Figure
C3). The dates in the article were updated to enhance the realism of the scenario but all other
materials were kept consistent with Pilot 2 (see Appendix C).
Job and Organization Relatedness. The job and organizational relatedness of the post
for which Pat was terminated were assessed in an exploratory manner with items created for this
pilot study. First, to understand whether and why participants felt the post was relevant in this
specific scenario, they were asked whether it was appropriate for TrendSET to consider the
Facebook post in their decision-making (response options: Yes/No) and why it was or was not
appropriate (open text).
Participants then rated their level of agreement with three items designed to capture
organizational relevance and thirteen items capturing both traditional and expanded
conceptualizations of job relevance (response options: 1 = Strongly disagree; 6 = Strongly agree;
NA = Not sure, see Appendix D for full list of items). A sample item for organizational
relevance was “Pat’s behavior in the Facebook post could harm the company’s reputation”.
Sample items for job relevance include “Pat’s behavior in the Facebook post make me doubt
Pat’s judgment with respect to performing his/her job” and “Pat’s behavior in the Facebook post
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would make the company doubt Pat’s credibility to perform his/her job”. These items were based
on misbehavior themes found in the case review, themes from the survivor interviews, and
literature reviewed for this study.
Finally, participants were asked to provide examples of behaviors they felt would be
appropriate for the organization to consider for termination decisions given Pat’s job description
in the scenario. In the event that my hypothesis about an expanded definition of job-relatedness
was not supported, this question was aimed at identifying an alternative behavior that might be
perceived as job-related for future piloting.
General Perceptions of Facebook Firing. In addition to assessing perceptions of the
scenario designed, items were included to better understand general perceptions of Facebook
firing. Participants were asked to rate their level of agreement with one item, “Companies should
be able to terminate employees based on their behavior on social media outside of work,”
(response options: 1 = Strongly disagree; 6 = Strongly agree, NA = Not sure). Participants were
then asked to explain why they agreed or disagreed. Lastly, participants rated the degree to
which they felt it was appropriate to terminate employees for social media under a variety of
conditions, such as “when an employee is ‘friends’ with company members (e.g., coworkers,
supervisors)”, and “when an employee posts about non-work topics”. The purpose of this
question was to understand whether participants held hard and fast rules about the conditions
under which Facebook firing was appropriate (response options: 1 = Never appropriate; 6 =
Always appropriate; NA = Not sure).
Demographic Items. Consistent with the prior pilots, participants were asked to report
their age, gender, ethnicity, and industry in which they work.
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Results and Discussion. Participants ranged from 29 to 53 years old (M = 35.44 years,
sd = 7.54 years) and 55% of participants were male. The majority of participants were Caucasian
(55%), with 27% Asian, 11% Hispanic or Latino, and 1% other. Participants came from a range
of industries, including Professional, Scientific, and Technical Services (27.78%), Educational
Services (16.67%), Finance and Insurance (16.67%), and Technology (16.67%).
Overall, the results of this pilot supported an expanded conceptualization of jobrelatedness. All but one participant felt it was appropriate for the organization to use Pat’s social
media activity for termination decisions (94.44%). When asked to explain why they felt it was
appropriate, many participants commented that the content was directly relevant to Pat’s job and
to the organization. The majority of these explanations overlapped with the reasons supplied in
the job and organization-relatedness scale. For example, participants cited that the content was
job-relevant and part of the role, including that it reflected Pat’s trustworthiness, credibility, and
ability to effectively perform his/her job (n = 10). Participants commented that the employee was
a representative of the organization (n = 8) so his/her actions could harm the company’s
reputation (n = 10), conflict with organizational values (n = 5), impact the bottom line (n = 3)
and incur customer loss (n = 3). Consistently, the highest average rated items from the job and
organizational relevance scale were that Pat’s behavior could harm the company’s reputation (M
= 5.39, sd = 0.70), conflicted with the company’s values (M = 5.44, sd = 0.63), and would make
the company doubt Pat’s judgment (M = 5.33, sd = 0.69; see Figure 4).
Interestingly, participants did not seem to conflate job and organizational relevance. For
instance, several participants cited representing the organization and upholding its reputation as
part of Pat’s role:
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“Directly related to work role of Pat, as she works in health and wellness and is
associated with the companies [sic] online presence concerning fitness”
“Publicly-available content and opinions expressed by employees may be perceived as
job-relevant. If the job at the editor is to publish content aligned with the mission and
values of TrendSET, and someone is publishing personal content misaligned with those
values, this gap may be perceived as job relevant.”
These comments suggest that acting as a representative and behaving in line with the
organization’s reputation are considered legitimate aspects of an employee’s role rather than
distinctly relevant to the organization but not to Pat’s job. In line with my argument on average,
participants only somewhat agreed that Pat’s social media activity was indicative of Pat’s ability
to perform the job, though perceptions varied (M= 3.78, sd = 1.06). Thus, although social media
activity was viewed as job-relevant, it appears to be less important for task performance and
actual ability, and more important for relational and contextual aspects of the job, such as
credibility, trust, and embodiment of organizational values.
In general, participants agreed that companies should be able to terminate employees for
their social media behavior outside of work (M = 4.22, sd = 0.81). The Facebook firing
characteristics that informed participant perceptions of whether consideration of Pat’s social
media activity was appropriate overlapped with those found in the first two studies of this
dissertation. For instance, employees considered transparency, job-relatedness, publicness of
post, whether post was on a personal versus work account, severity of discipline, legality, and
organizational reputation, brand, and values. This suggests that the case review and survivor
interviews were effective for defining the domain of Facebook firing.
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Yet, the importance of different characteristics seemed to vary, as reflected by participant
disagreement with general statements about conditions under which social media should be used
for terminations (see Figure 5). On average, only leaking confidential or proprietary information
was agreed upon as appropriate for consideration (M = 4.61, sd = 1.46), though the large
standard deviation suggests there was still disagreement here. Notably, participants rated
terminations as more appropriate on average when the organization was transparent (M = 3.59,
sd = 0.87) versus non-transparent (M = 2.65, sd = 0.86) and as rarely appropriate when content
was posted by others (Mfriends&family = 2.29, sd = 0.92; Mstrangers = 2.24, sd = 0.83), suggesting
initial support for my arguments about the importance of these characteristics for third-party
perceptions. Moreover, these results suggest that perceptions of Facebook firing are highly
contextual, which merits further empirical research to better understand when and how these
characteristics are considered.
In sum, the results of Pilot 3 support my presumption that social media activity is judged
based on an expanded conceptualization of job relevance and that the job-related manipulation
was effective under this revised concept. It further highlights the need to examine the direct and
interactive effects of Facebook firing characteristics for informing perceptions of this practice, a
task I begin to tackle in my main study next.
Main Study Method
All main study materials and measures are displayed in Appendix E.
Participants
Based on an a priori power analysis conducted assuming medium effect sizes (f = .25) in
a 2x2 ANOVA with a power of 0.80, a sample size of 128 participants would provide sufficient
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power to test my hypotheses and research questions. To account for participant attrition and
potential need to exclude responses, I recruited 197 participants.
Participants were recruited using a “snowball sampling” methodology, whereby
participants were sourced from my personal and professional networks and could refer other,
qualified participants to complete the study. Recruitment was conducted through university,
community, and professional network advertisements that will be sent via email (including
professional listservs) and posted on personal and professional social media accounts (Twitter,
Facebook, and LinkedIn). Pew Research Center suggests that Americans in different age groups
vary in the social media platforms they use and the frequency with which they use each platform
(2018, 2019). Thus, I recruited both through social media and non-social media outlets in an
attempt to get a sample that varied in terms of social media use and perceptions of social media.
Recruitment statements are presented in Appendix E.
Inclusion Criteria
In order to participate, participants needed to be full-time employees in the US who were
age 18 or older, fluent and literate in English, and were not self-employed. Employees in the
U.S. were the focus of this study because the social norms, legal landscape, and work
environment may differ in other countries such that use of social media for terminations may
result in different perceptions. For example, the European Union’s introduction of the General
Data Protection Regulation (GDPR) greatly restricts organizational use of citizen personal data
(European Commission, 2016) and suggests a different cultural and social landscape than in the
U.S. Moreover, the case review suggested that the majority of Facebook firing cases occur in the
U.S., so it seemed pertinent to examine this population.
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Individuals aged 18 and over were targeted because individuals under 18 are less likely to
be working full time, and full-time employees in the U.S. are the population of interest here.
Fluency and literacy in English were required to ensure participants fully understand the study
materials and are able to respond accurately. Finally, part-time and self-employed individuals
were excluded from participation because some evidence suggests their work experiences,
expectations, and attitudes may differ from traditional full-time employees (Felfe et al., 2008;
Shen et al.,, 2011).
Measures
All scale items were rated on a 5-point Likert scale (response options: 1 = Strongly
disagree; 5 = Strongly agree) unless otherwise indicated and are listed in Appendix E.
Fairness Perceptions
Two measures were used to evaluate survivor fairness perceptions. First, to assess
overall fairness perceptions, Ambrose and Schminke’s (2009) 3-item Personal Justice
Experiences Subscale from their Perceived Overall Fairness Scale was adapted to fit the current
study context (α = 0.91). A sample item was “Overall, Pat was treated fairly by my company”.
Second, research suggests that justice dimensions differ in their relationships to other variables
(Colquitt, 2001). Thus, I included a second measure of justice subdimensions in order to conduct
an exploratory examination of how the independent variables differentially impact procedural
justice, distributive justice, and interactional justice. The Procedural Justice, Distributive Justice,
Interpersonal Justice, and informational Justice subscales from Colquitt’s (2001) 20-item Overall
Justice Scale were adapted to assess these specific perceptions (α = 0.87).
Procedural justice was defined as perceived fairness of the procedures that led to Pat’s
termination (adapted from Colquitt, 2001). Six items were adapted from the 7-item Procedural
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Justice subscale (sample item: “Pat was able to express his/her views and feelings during the
termination process.”, α = 0.74). One item was dropped because participants could not evaluate
this item due to the study design (i.e. “Have you been able to appeal the (outcome) arrived at by
those procedures?”). Distributive justice was defined as the perceived fairness of the outcome
(i.e. Pat’s termination, adapted from Colquitt, 2001). Two items were adapted from the 4-item
Distributive Justice subscale (α = 0.91), including “Pat’s termination was appropriate, given
Pat’s behavior in the Facebook post” and “Pat’s termination was justified, given Pat’s behavior
in the Facebook post”. Two items were dropped because they required more extensive
knowledge of the terminated employee’s performance than would be available to the participants
(e.g., Is your (outcome) justified, given your performance?”).
Interpersonal justice refers to the perceived fairness of the treatment Pat received from
the organization, particularly respect and dignity (Greenberg, 1993). Three items were adapted
from the 4-item Interpersonal Justice subscale (sample item: “My company treated Pat with
dignity”, α = 0.77). One item was excluded because it could not be determined from the scenario
(“Has (he/she) treated you in a polite manner?”). Finally, informational justice refers to the
perceived fairness of the treatment Pat received from the organization, particularly regarding
truthfulness and justification for Pat’s termination (adapted from Colquitt, 2001). Four items
were adapted from the 5-item Informational Justice subscale (α = 0.83). A sample item is “My
company communicated details about social media terminations in a timely manner”. One item
was excluded because it asked about whether the company tailored its message to the terminated
employee, which the participants could not derive from the information given.
Survivor Privacy Invasion Perceptions
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Privacy invasion perceptions were measured using Alge et al.’s (2006) 12-item
Information Privacy Scale (α = 0.83). This measure consisted of three subscales designed to
assess three dimensions of privacy invasion: Perceived Legitimacy, Information Gathering
Control, and Information Handling Control. Perceived Legitimacy refers to the belief regarding
the degree to which the organization’s personal information gathering and handling practices
violate one’s expectations for how the organization should act in a situation. The 5-item
Perceived Legitimacy subscale was adapted to fit the study context (e.g., items referenced Pat’s
termination, irrelevant items removed, see Appendix E for original and adapted items). Two
sample items were “I feel uncomfortable about the types of personal information that my
company collected about Pat” and “I feel that my company’s social media termination policies
and practices were an invasion of Pat’s privacy”.
Information Gathering Control was defined as survivor beliefs about the terminated
employee’s ability to control the personal information that is collected and stored by his/her
organization. Three items were adapted from the 4-item subscale to fit the study context,
including “Pat could control the types of personal information that my company collected on
him/her”. One item was dropped, as participants could not be expected to infer the information
given the study design (“I am completely satisfied that I am able to keep my organization from
collecting personal information about me that I want to keep from them”).
Information Handling Control refers to survivor beliefs regarding Pat’s ability to control
how the organization uses and shares his/her personal information once it has been collected.
The 4-item subscale was adapted to fit the current study, with a sample including “Pat controlled
how his/her personal information on social media was used by my company”.
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Notably, in Alge and colleague’s original scale, one item in the perceived legitimacy
subscale is reversed (“I have little reason to be concerned about my privacy here in my
organization”) while the rest are negatively framed, such that higher subscale scores equate to
higher privacy invasion perceptions. However, the items in the remaining two subscales are
positively worded (i.e. higher scores would indicate lower privacy invasion perceptions). Given
that the subscales are intended to be combined into an average scale score, I instead reverse the
four negatively worded items in this subscale. Thus, a lower score indicates higher privacy
invasion perceptions.
Survivor Organizational Trust
Organizational trust was measured by adapting Jain and Sinha’s (2005) 7-item Vertical
Trust Scale (α = .74). Sample items are “My company is open and up-front with employees” and
“I expect my company to be honest and truthful with employees”.
Exploratory Measures
In addition to the primary variables of interest, job and organizational relevance, survivor
social media use, and demographic information were collected.
Social Media Use. Social media use was examined to better understand how participants’
familiarity with and participation on social media might differentially impact their perceptions of
Facebook firing. Social media use is increasing, and the current and incoming workforce vary
with respect to their experience with social media (Pew Research Center, 2018, 2019). As the
digital social contract regarding organizational use of social media for decision-making is
developing (Black et al., 2015; Berkelaar, 2014; Roth et al., 2016), understanding how social
media use may impact employees’ views of these practices can be beneficial for organizational
attraction and retention of talent.
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Social media use was assessed using two subscales. Drouin et al.’s (2015) 4-item Frequency
of Social Media Usage scale was adapted to include five additional social media sites, including
LinkedIn, YouTube, Reddit, Tumblr, and Pinterest (α = .51). Participants were asked to rate the
frequency with which they used each social media site (response options: 0 = Never, 8 = Several
times an hour). Notably, the alpha coefficient for this scale did not meet the minimum acceptable
criterion of .70 (Nunnally, 1978). Upon examination of participant responses, this seemed to be
because of within and between-participant differences with respect to the frequency with which
they used the various social media sites. Given that the purpose of this measure was to capture
the frequency with which participants used social media, regardless of which site, the highest
frequency reported was taken for each participant to capture social media use while accounting
for the fact that individuals might prefer certain sites over others.
Those who indicated that they used at least one social media site received a second subscale
adapted from Rosen et al.’s (2013) 7-item General Social Media Usage subscale. Participants
rated the frequency with which they engaged in each behavior when using social media
(response options: 0 = Never, 8 = Several times an hour). Sample items included, “Browse
others’ social media pages and profiles” and “Read social media postings”. One item on posting
updates and one item on posting photos were split into two additional items in order to
distinguish between posting about oneself and about others. Items were separated into six active
(e.g., “Post social media photos of others”) and three passive behaviors (“Check personal social
media pages or profiles”). Averages were calculated for active (α = .86) and passive (α = .77)
items to create two scores reflecting frequency of active and passive social media behaviors.
Demographic Information. Participants reported their age, gender, ethnicity, and
industry in which they work in order to examine whether these variables were related to the
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primary variables of interest in my study and whether they needed to be controlled. These items
and their response options are listed in Appendix E.
Procedure
Participants began by completing screening items to ensure they met the study’s inclusion
criteria. Participants that met the inclusion criteria provided their informed consent to participate
in the study (Appendix E). Consistent with the pilot studies, participants were given instructions
and the experimental stimuli and then read the scenario to which they were randomly assigned at
the start of the study (see Appendix E).
After reading the scenario, participants completed measures assessing their fairness
perceptions, privacy invasion perceptions, and organizational trust. The presentation order of
these scales was randomized between participants to account for order effects, such as survey
fatigue (Krosnick, 1991; Meade & Craig, 2012). Next, participants completed the items
measuring social media usage, followed by demographic questions. Participants then provided
compensation information and were thanked for their participation.
Results
The final sample consisted of 136 participants with usable data. Of the initial sample, 34
participants were excluded because they did not meet the inclusion criteria for participation.
Twenty-three partial responses were excluded because they did not have enough usable data. To
further ensure data quality, length of time to complete the survey was examined for those with
full responses. In four cases, participants took over eight hours to complete the survey. These
responses were flagged as potential outliers to remove, as I suspected respondents took the
survey in multiple sittings, which might have impacted their ability to remember the
manipulation. Average response time and standard deviation of response time (M = 1291.38
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seconds, sd = 2281.34 seconds) were calculated without these four responses and confirmed that
they were outliers in that they were greater than three standard deviations from the average
response time. As a result, these responses were excluded.
For the remaining responses, intra-rater standard deviations were calculated for each of
the previously validated scales (i.e. fairness perceptions, privacy invasion perceptions, and
organizational trust) to test for flat responses. Results suggested flat responses were not an issue,
and so no additional responses were dropped. Thus, the final sample consisted of 125 completed
responses and 11 partial responses.
The majority of the final sample was female (57%) and Caucasian (72%). Respondents’
age ranged from 18 to 78 (M = 31.86 years, sd = 10.29 years). Participants most frequently
worked in Health Care and Social Assistance (19%), Finance and Insurance (16%), and
Technology (12%).
Covariate Analyses
The relationships between gender, age, frequency of social media use, and active and
passive social media behaviors and the dependent variables of interest were examined to
determine whether the former should be included as covariates in tests of the hypothesized
relationships. Three t-tests conducted showed no significant differences between males (MFairness
= 3.26, MPrivacy = 2.77, MTrust = 3.42) and females (MFairness = 3.08, MPrivacy = 2.79, MTrust = 3.47)
on fairness perceptions t(92) = 1.05, n.s., privacy invasion perceptions t(92) = -0.13, n.s., or
organizational trust t(94) = -0.48, n.s. (see Table 5).
The results of the remaining covariate analyses are displayed in Table 6. Survivor age
was not significantly correlated with fairness perceptions (r = -.03, n.s.), privacy invasion
perceptions (r = .00, n.s.), or organizational trust (r = .01, n.s.). Frequency of social media use
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was not meaningfully correlated with fairness perceptions (r = -.12, n.s.), or organizational trust
(r = -.03, n.s.). Frequency of social media use was marginally significantly related to privacy
invasion perceptions (r = -.16, p = .08), such that more frequent social media use was related to
higher privacy invasion perceptions. As this relationship trended towards significance, frequency
of social media use was considered a potential covariate. I therefore ran all of my individual
hypothesis tests for privacy invasion with and without controlling for frequency of social media
use, the results of which I discuss below.
Active and passive social media behavior were also evaluated as potential covariates.
Neither active (r = -.15, n.s., r = -.05, n.s., r = -.04, n.s.) nor passive social media behavior (r = .08, n.s., r = -.13, n.s., r = .02, n.s.) were correlated with fairness perceptions, privacy invasion
perceptions, or organizational trust, respectively. Thus, they were not included in hypothesis
tests. Ethnicity was not examined as a covariate because the majority of the sample was
Caucasian and thus, there were too few group members of other ethnicities to allow for statistical
comparison. As the sample was employed in a variety of industries, there was also not a large
enough concentration in groups for statistical comparison. As a result, industry was not
examined as a covariate.
Tests of Hypotheses
I present the means and standard deviations of the dependent variables for each
experimental condition in Table 7. Reliability statistics for the dependent variables are displayed
in Table 6.
Hypothesis 1,2, and 4: Effects of Post Job-relatedness and Post Authorship on Fairness
Perceptions
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According to Hypothesis 1, post job-relatedness was expected to have a main effect on
survivor fairness perceptions, such that survivors would perceive Pat’s termination as fairer
when over a job-related post compared to a job-unrelated post. Hypothesis 2 predicted that post
authorship would also have a main effect on fairness perceptions, such that survivors would
perceive Pat’s termination as fairer when Pat authored the post over which he/she was terminated
compared to when another shopper authored the post. Hypothesis 4 predicted that post jobrelatedness and post authorship would interact to impact survivor fairness perceptions, such that
Pat’s termination would be viewed as most fair when Pat authored a job-related post followed by
when Pat authored a job-unrelated post, then when another shopper authored a job-related post,
and when another shopper authored a job-unrelated post.
A two-way ANOVA was conducted to test these hypotheses (Table 8). Neither post jobrelatedness F(1,130) = 1.81, n.s, ηP2 = .01, nor post authorship F(1,130) = 1.54, n.s., ηP2 = .01,
had a main effect on fairness perceptions. Hypotheses 1 and 2 were therefore unsupported.
The interaction between post job-relatedness and post authorship was trending towards
significance F(1,130) = 3.17, p = .08, ηP2 = .02, though the effect size was small. A post hoc test
conducted to probe the interaction showed nonsignificant differences between conditions.
However, examination of the interaction pattern suggests that when Pat authored the post,
survivors perceived Pat’s termination as fairer when the post was job-related (M = 3.44)
compared to when it was job unrelated (M = 2.96) but when another shopper authored the post,
survivors actually perceived Pat’s termination for a job-unrelated post (M = 3.05) to be fairer
than the job-related post (M = 2.98, see Figure 6). In the employee authorship condition, the
difference in fairness perceptions between the job-related and unrelated conditions was larger
than in the other-authored condition. In other words, Pat’s termination was perceived as fairest
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when Pat authored a job-related post, followed by when another shopper authored a jobunrelated post, then when another shopper authored a job-related post, and finally when Pat
authored a job-unrelated post. Thus, although the employee-authored, job-related post was
perceived as the fairest in line with Hypothesis 4, the interaction suggests a different relationship
than that predicted, suggesting partial support for Hypothesis 4.
Hypotheses 3 and 5: Effects of Post Job-relatedness and Organizational Transparency on
Fairness Perceptions
Hypothesis 3 predicted that survivors would perceive Pat’s termination as fairer when the
organization was transparent than when it was nontransparent. Post job-relatedness and
organizational transparency were also expected to have an interactive effect (Hypothesis 5).
Survivors were expected to perceive Facebook firing as fairest when the post was job-related and
the organization was transparent, followed by when the post was job-related but the organization
was non-transparent, then when the post was job-unrelated but the organization is transparent,
and least fair when the post was unrelated and the organization was non-transparent.
A two-way ANOVA was conducted to examine whether the post job-relatedness
manipulation and the organizational transparency manipulations had significant main or
interactive effects on survivor fairness perceptions (Table 9). There were no main effects of post
job-relatedness F(1,130) = 1.76, n.s., ηP2 = .01, or organizational transparency F(1,130) = 0.14,
n.s., ηP2 = .00, nor was there an interactive effect F(1,130) = 0.71, n.s., ηP2 = .01. Thus,
Hypotheses 3 and 5 were unsupported, as there were no differences in fairness perceptions
between those in the job-related and job-unrelated conditions, transparent and non-transparent
condition, nor any combination of the two.
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Hypothesis 6 and Research Question 3: Effects of Post Authorship and Organizational
Transparency on Fairness Perceptions
Hypothesis 6 argued that post authorship and organizational transparency would interact
to impact fairness perceptions such that survivors would perceive Pat’s termination as fairest
when Pat authored the post and the organization was transparent, and least fair when another
shopper authored the post and the organization was non-transparent. Research Question 3 asked
how survivors would perceive the remaining conditions in which Pat authored the post and the
organization was non-transparent and when another shopper authored the post and the
organization was transparent. Results of a two-way ANOVA suggested that there were no main
effects of post authorship F(1,130) = 1.60, n.s., ηP2 = .01, and organizational transparency
F(1,130) = 0.16, n.s., ηP2 = .00, nor interactive effects of post authorship and organizational
transparency F(1,130) = 0.95, n.s., ηP2 = .01 on survivor fairness perceptions (see Table 10).
Thus, Hypothesis 6 was not supported, as these characteristics had no meaningful impact on
fairness perceptions.
Hypotheses 7, 8, and 10: Effects of Post Job-relatedness and Post Authorship on Privacy
Invasion Perceptions
Hypotheses 7 and 8 predicted main effects of post job-relatedness and post authorship on
survivor privacy invasion perceptions. According to these hypotheses, survivors were expected
to perceive a higher invasion of Pat’s privacy when Pat was terminated for a job-unrelated post
versus a job-related post (Hypothesis 7) and when another shopper authored the post compared
to when Pat authored the post (Hypothesis 8). Hypothesis 10 predicted that post job-relatedness
and post authorship would also interact to impact privacy invasion perceptions, such that
survivor privacy invasion perceptions would be highest when the post was other-authored and
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job-unrelated followed by when it was other-authored and job-related post, then when Pat
authored a job unrelated post, and least invasive for when Pat authored a job-related post.
A two-way ANOVA was conducted to test these hypotheses (Table 11). Contrary to
prediction, neither post job-relatedness F(1,130) = 0.92, n.s., ηP2 = .01, nor post authorship
F(1,130) = 0.34, n.s., ηP2 = .00, had main effects on survivor privacy invasion perceptions. I also
failed to find an interactive effect of post job-relatedness and authorship on survivor privacy
invasion perceptions F(1,130) = 1.93, n.s., ηP2 = .01. Thus, Hypotheses 7, 8, and 10 were not
supported, as survivor privacy invasion perceptions did not differ based on the job-relatedness or
authorship of Pat’s post. As I found no significant relationships, I did not re-run the analysis to
examine the impact of frequency of social media use as a covariate.
Hypotheses 9 and 11: Effects of Post Job-relatedness and Organizational Transparency on
Privacy Invasion Perceptions
Organizational transparency was predicted to have a main effect on privacy invasion
perceptions (Hypothesis 9), such that survivors were expected to perceive Pat’s termination as
more invasive when TrendSET Magazine was non-transparent about using social media for
terminations than when it was transparent. Hypothesis 11 further predicted organizational
transparency would interact with job-relatedness to impact survivor privacy invasion
perceptions.
A two-way ANOVA was conducted to test these hypotheses (Table 12). Contrary to
prediction, neither post job-relatedness F(1,130) = 0.90, n.s., ηP2 = .01, nor organizational
transparency F(1,130) = 0.02, n.s., ηP2 = .00, had main effects on survivor privacy invasion
perceptions. I also failed to find an interactive effect of post job-relatedness and organizational
transparency on survivor privacy invasion perceptions F(1,130) = 0.04, n.s., ηP2 = .00. Thus,
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neither Hypotheses 9 nor 11 were supported, as survivor privacy invasion perceptions did not
differ when Pat’s post was job-related versus job-unrelated or as a result of the organization
being transparent or non-transparent about social media use for termination. Given the lack of
support, there was no need to further examine the impact of frequency of social media use as a
covariate.
Hypothesis 12 and Research Question 4: Effect of Post Authorship and Organizational
Transparency on Privacy Invasion Perceptions
Post authorship and organizational transparency were also hypothesized to have an
interactive effect on privacy invasion perceptions. Hypothesis 12 predicted that survivor privacy
invasion perceptions would be highest when the post was other-authored, and the organization
was non-transparent and least invasive when Pat authored the post and the organization was
transparent. I also posed a research question about how invasive survivors would perceive
conditions in which the post was other-authored, and the organization was transparent and in
which Pat authored the post and the organization was non-transparent.
A two-way ANOVA showed no interactive effect of post authorship and organizational
transparency on privacy invasion perceptions F(1,130) = 0.91, n.s., ηP2 = .01 (Table 13). In other
words, survivor privacy invasion perceptions did not differ regardless of the author of the post
for which Pat was terminated or whether the organization was transparent. Consistent with the
prior hypotheses, given post authorship and organizational transparency had no meaningful main
or interactive effects on privacy invasion perception, frequency of social media use was not
examined as a covariate of these relationships. Thus, Hypothesis 12 was not supported.
Hypothesis 13: Effect of Organizational Transparency on Organizational Trust
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Organizational transparency was hypothesized to have a main effect on organizational
trust, such that survivor trust in the organization would be higher when the organization was
transparent about Facebook firing than when it was non-transparent. A t-test was conducted to
test this relationship and showed no significant difference in trust in the organization when the
organization was transparent (M = 3.49) compared to when it was non-transparent (M = 3.42),
t(129) = .70, n.s. (Table 14). Thus, Hypothesis 13 was also unsupported.
Exploratory Analyses
In addition to the hypothesized relationships, I examined the main effects of post jobrelatedness, post authorship, and organizational transparency on four justice subdimensions:
procedural, distributive, interactional, and informational justice. These results are displayed in
Table 15.
Post Job-relatedness
A t-test showed that post job-relatedness had a marginally significant effect on
distributive justice, t(126) = 1.78, p = .08, such that survivors perceived Pat’s termination as
fairer when it was based on a job-related post (MDJ = 3.48) than that based on a job-unrelated
post (MDJ = 3.17). Using three additional t-tests, I found no main effects of post job-relatedness
on survivor perceptions of procedural justice t(126) = 0.75, n.s., interactional justice, t(132) = 0.64, n.s., or informational justice, t(128) = -0.27, n.s.. Thus, there were no differences in
procedural, interactional or informational justice perceptions between survivors who read that
Pat was terminated for a job-related post (MPJ = 3.13, MIntJ = 3.09, MInfoJ = 2.95) and those who
read Pat was terminated for a job-unrelated post (MPJ = 3.06, MIntJ = 3.16, MInfoJ = 2.99).
Post Authorship

111

SURVIVOR REACTIONS TO FACEBOOK FIRING
T-tests were also conducted to examine the relationships between post authorship and the
justice subdimensions. Post authorship had a significant effect on survivor informational justice
perceptions, t(128) = 2.47, p < .05, such that survivors perceived Pat’s termination as fairer when
Pat authored the post (MInfoJ = 3.13) than when another shopper authored the post (MInfoJ = 2.80).
Post authorship’s effect on survivor procedural justice perceptions approached significance,
t(128) = 1.90, p = .06, with survivors rating the process by which Pat was terminated was fairer
when Pat authored the post (MPJ = 3.18) compared to another shopper (MPJ = 3.01). Post
authorship was not found to have main effects on survivor perceptions of distributive justice
t(131) = 1.61, n.s. or interactional justice, t(130) = 1.17, n.s.. Thus, there were no differences in
distributive or interactional justice perceptions between survivors who read that Pat authored the
post for which he/she was terminated (MDJ = 3.47, MIntJ = 3.20) and those who read that another
shopper authored the post (MDJ = 3.19, MIntJ = 3.05).
Organizational Transparency
As with post job-relatedness and post authorship, t-tests were conducted to examine
potential main effects of organizational transparency on procedural, distributive, interactional,
and informational justice. Organizational transparency was found to have a significant effect on
survivor perceptions of informational justice t(113) = 3.92, p < .001. Survivors perceived that
TrendSET was fairer in its treatment of Pat when it was transparent (M = 3.22) than when it was
non-transparent (M = 2.72). Transparency had no significant effects on procedural justice t(128)
= -0.11, n.s., distributive justice t(130) = -1.52, n.s., or interactional justice t(132) = -0.93, n.s..
Discussion
The primary objectives of this main study was to begin to define the nomological
network of Facebook firing and examine survivor perceptions of and attitude towards this novel
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phenomenon. This study hypothesized main and interactive effects of three characteristics of
Facebook firing (post job-relatedness, post authorship, and organizational transparency) on
survivor perceptions (i.e. fairness and privacy invasion) and a main effect of transparency on a
survivor attitude, organizational trust. Overall, the results suggest that the aforementioned
characteristics had little impact on the dependent variables of interest, though several notable
findings emerged.
According to the results, survivors’ overall fairness perceptions of Facebook firing did
not differ based on a) whether an employee’s post was job-related relative to when it was jobunrelated (Hypothesis 1), b) when it was employee-authored relative to other-authored
(Hypothesis 2), and c) when the organization was transparent compared to when it was nontransparent (Hypothesis 3). There was marginal support for the interaction between post jobrelatedness and post authorship (Hypothesis 4), which suggested that survivors perceived
Facebook firing as fairest when the employee authored a job-related post, followed by when the
employee authored a job-unrelated post, then when another person authored a job-related post,
relative to when the post was other-authored and job-unrelated, though the effect size was small.
In contrast, neither post job-relatedness and organizational transparency (Hypothesis 5), nor post
authorship and organizational transparency (Hypothesis 6) interacted to affect survivor fairness
perceptions.
These findings largely contradict Skarlicki and Kulik’s theory that employee and
organizational characteristics will inform survivor fairness perceptions of organizational
treatment of the employee. An exploratory examination of the impact of post job-relatedness,
post authorship, and organizational transparency on four justice subdimensions justice (i.e.
distributive, procedural, interactional, and informational justice) provided one explanation for the
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lack of significant results. Consistent with extant justice research, which has established that
justice subdimensions differ in their relationships with other variables (e.g., Cohen-Charash &
Spector, 2001; Colquitt, 2001; Colquitt et al., 2005; Kernan & Hanges, 2002), the
aforementioned characteristics were differentially predictive of the four subdimensions
examined.
Post job-relatedness was found to significantly impact distributive justice perceptions,
such that survivors viewed the outcome (i.e. Pat’s termination), as fairer when based on a jobrelated post relative to a job-unrelated post. This is consistent with justice research on traditional
terminations (e.g., Brockner et al., 1986; Brockner, 1988; Mishra & Spreitzer, 1998; van
Dierendonck & Jacobs, 2012). It is also consistent with survivor interviews, which suggested that
survivors were more accepting of disciplinary action when the employee’s content was germane
to their job or their ability to effectively perform it as a member of the organization.
Survivors viewed termination for post that was employee-authored as more procedurally
just and informationally just relative to one that was other-authored. This is consistent with
research on traditional terminations (e.g., Rousseau & Aquino, 1993; Skarlicki et al., 1998) and
justice research (e.g., Bies, 1987; Bies & Shapiro, 1988; Lind et al., 1990). For example,
Rousseau and Aquino found that allowing employees to have a voice in the termination process
and providing advanced notice of a termination were positively related to procedural justice
perceptions (1993). Organizational transparency also significantly impacted informational
justice, such that survivors perceived that the organization’s treatment of Pat was fairer when it
was transparent than when it was non-transparent. This is in line with the definition of
informational justice, which contends that the organization will be viewed as just when they are
truthful with employees (Colquitt, 2001; Colquitt et al., 2005; Skarlicki & Kulik, 2005).
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This study also sought to examine whether Skarlicki & Kulik’s model could be extended
to privacy invasion perceptions. Counter to prediction, survivor privacy invasion perceptions did
not differ with respect to whether a) the employee was terminated for a job-related or jobunrelated post (Hypothesis 7), b) the post was employee or other-authored (Hypothesis 8), or c)
the organization was transparent or non-transparent (Hypothesis 9), nor for any interactions
between these variables (Hypotheses 10-12).
These results were surprising given that Facebook firing involves organizational
boundary crossing in an unprecedented manner. Further, they are inconsistent with justice and
privacy theories, and research on similar practices such as social media-based selection and
electronic performance monitoring (e.g., Alge, 2001; Black et al., 2015; Stanton, 2000;
Stoughton et al., 2015; Stone & Stone-Romero, 1998). These theories and research suggest that
organizational infringement on employee personal life will be viewed as an invasion of privacy
when perceived as unnecessary, illegitimate or unrelated to the job (Berkelaar, 2014; Stone &
Stone-Romero, 1998;), when the employee has little control over secondary use of their
information (e.g. Eddy et al., 1999; Stone & Stone-Romero, 1998), and when the organization
fails to prepare employees for this norm violation, like by providing advanced notice (Stone &
Stone-Romero, 1998).
Although norms regarding organizational use of social media are still developing, norms
regarding social media use in general might explain the lack of privacy invasion perceptions.
According to Skarlicki and Kulik (2005), survivors are more likely to blame the employee for
their treatment and undesirable consequences due to fundamental attribution error (Jones &
Nisbett, 1971). The survivor interviews conducted here suggest that social media is normatively
viewed as public and employees are expected to know that information posted may be spread or
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used by others. As a result, employees seem to be held responsible for consequences of their
social media participation to the degree that they protect their information on social media
(Elzweig & Peeples, 2009). Further, Berkelaar (2014) found that employees wanted but did not
expect employers to be transparent about social media monitoring, and that such monitoring was
“inevitable”. Combined with the view that employees are expected to act as organizational
representatives, participants may have attributed blame to the employee, resulting in lower
privacy invasion perceptions towards the organization. This argument is further discussed in the
limitations section below.
Lastly, I sought to expand upon Skarlicki and Kulik’s model (2005) by examining
organizational trust as a third potential reaction to organizational transparency. Hypothesis 13,
which proposed that survivors would report higher trust in the organization when it was
transparent relative to when it was non-transparent, was unsupported. I suspect that the lack of
support may be due to limitations in the experiment’s methodology, which I describe in detail in
the limitations section.
GENERAL DISCUSSION
This series of studies was intended to serve three primary purposes. First, this study
aimed to improve our understanding of Facebook firing by identifying its characteristics (Study
1). Second, to examine whether and how survivor reactions are shaped by characteristics of
Facebook firing as important organizational stakeholders, and which characteristics are most
influential (Study 2). Third, to begin to examine how the characteristics interact to shape these
reactions (Study 3). Though the majority of proposed hypotheses in Study 3 were unsupported,
the results of these studies offer valuable insights that have theoretical and practical implications.
Theoretical and Practical Implications
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This dissertation was among the first to examine this novel type of termination, providing
much needed research on a growing practice. Through the first two studies conducted, I
identified a number of characteristics of Facebook firing, including several that had not
previously been examined in research (e.g., post occurrence, post privacy level, organizational
consistency, post job-relatedness). In doing so, these studies expand our understanding and
definition of the construct, illuminated characteristics and survivor reactions ripe for further
examination both in the main study and in future research, which can aid theory development on
this topic.
The third study took a much-needed internal focus on Facebook firing to examine how
survivors perceive this practice. In doing so, it allowed for an initial test of construct’s
nomological network by examining the implications of the aforementioned characteristics for
survivor fairness and privacy invasion perceptions, as well as organizational trust. Interestingly,
whereas the first two studies provided qualitative evidence to support the hypothesized
relationships, Study 3 showed that post job-relatedness, post authorship, and organizational
transparency were important for more specific survivor fairness perceptions, albeit different
dimensions, but not for overall fairness perceptions, privacy invasion perceptions or
organizational trust.
Thus, there is conflicting evidence regarding the extension of traditional relationships and
theories on justice, privacy invasion, and organizational trust to Facebook firing. However, this
study was among the first to empirically test these relationships and Study 3 had several
methodological limitations due to the complex nature of the phenomenon and characteristics
examined. As such, further research is needed to draw firm conclusions about the
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generalizability of research on traditional terminations, as well as to further define the
characteristics of and to develop theory around Facebook firing.
An additional contribution of this dissertation was the identification of a potential
expanded conceptualization of job-relevance as it pertains to social media usage. The results
suggest, social media activity may be less relevant for evaluating performance of job tasks and
more relevant for evaluating competencies like employee judgment, ability to inspire client or
customer trust, or ability to represent their organizations and embody their values. Further, the
results provide initial evidence to suggest that the latter may be viewed as a legitimate role
requirement. This might be due to the rise of brand-centric organizations such as Amazon or
Google. Future research is needed to further test this new definition and to more clearly delineate
the relevance of social media for employee performance.
From a practical perspective, guidance for organizations on Facebook firings is limited.
This study offers some initial guidance for organizations on how to engage in Facebook firing to
garner positive perceptions from survivors and proactively offer instruction to employees
regarding responsible social media use. For example, being transparent and proactive in
communicating to employees the organization’s plans to monitor employee social media can
foster positive perceptions of the organization’s treatment of employees during the termination
process. As a second example, solely basing organizational decisions on job-related content
where possible can convey to survivors that the organization has a legitimate basis for
terminating employees. Doing so, for instance by publishing a social media policy, may also
prove beneficial in the event that the decision is legally challenged.
This study also offers insights for employees. The first study provided clarity on who is
most susceptible to Facebook firing, including employees in the U.S. aged 40 and under, and
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employees in the Educational Services, Health Care and Social Assistance, and Arts,
Entertainment, and Recreation industries. In addition, it highlights the type of social media
content that might result in Facebook firing, such as hate speech, badmouthing, and failure to
represent the organization in line with its values. It may also give clarity to employees regarding
social norms around social media activity, like that content posted is widely considered public
and employees are considered responsible for the consequences of posting. Such insights can be
instrumental in initiating constructive conversations between employees and organizational
leadership on Facebook firing. Further, it can facilitate the establishment of a new social contract
between employees and organizations.
Limitations
The studies conducted produced a number of useful insights in the form of answered
research questions and unsupported hypotheses. However, these studies had several limitations.
First, two of the three studies conducted were qualitative in nature and the sample size for the
survivor interviews was small. While beneficial for gaining a richer understanding of Facebook
firing and initial insight into the construct, the qualitative methodology used prevented causal
conclusions about the relationships between the variables identified as potentially in Facebook
firing’s nomological network. Though the third experimental study served as an initial step into
examination of causal relationships between Facebook firing characteristics and outcomes, it was
restricted to three characteristics and two levels of each independent variable. Additional
research is therefore needed to validate the construct domain of Facebook firing, provide insight
into the characteristics examined, and causally examine its relationship to potential outcomes.
For example, further mixed-method investigations could provide a richer understanding of the
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spectrum of job-relevance or privacy level of a post and then test the impact of this variation on
perceptions.
Second, in the case review, I sought articles with the most information to increase our
understanding of the characteristics of Facebook firing. However, many cases are discussed in
short popular media articles such as Buzzfeed lists. Thus, the characteristics identified as most
prominent might have been biased by the types of articles used as sources. Further, the vignette
for the main study was based on the sources used for the case review. Given that individuals
make inferences in the face of ambiguity and when they lack information (Jones & Nisbett,
1971), perceptions of such cases might differ based on the type of article in which one reads
about Facebook firing due to the different information available. This may limit this study’s
external validity if more information was contained in the vignettes than in articles typically
written about Facebook firing. Future research might consider information source or number of
characteristics presented as additional variables that might impact reader perceptions of
Facebook firing.
Third, the lack of support for the hypothesized effects may be attributable to problems
with the vignette created for the main study. One major complication faced when developing the
experimental materials was the interrelatedness of characteristics. For instance, if the post author
was changed from a friend to a stranger, this could also impact the implied publicness of the
behavior, the employee’s awareness of the content being posted, and the likelihood that the
behavior would occur. With respect to the job-relatedness manipulation, the job itself was
manipulated to increase or decrease the post’s relevance in an attempt to avoid contaminating the
manipulation through manipulation of unintended factors. Future research should focus on
parsing characteristics to ensure effects can be traced to the intended independent variables.
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As another example, because the vignette depicted a fictional organization, participants
had limited knowledge and no experience with it outside of the vignette. Some of the items in the
dependent variable scales may have required inferences that participants were unable to draw
due to this limitation, such as the procedural justice item “The company’s termination procedures
were applied consistently”. Further, this limited knowledge might have prohibited the formation
of trust evaluations, as judgments of trustworthiness might form over time (Mishra & Spreitzer,
1998; Schnackenberg & Tomlinson, 2006; Hopkins & Weathington, 2006). Additionally, the
social media element of Pat’s job may have exacerbated the view of him/her as an organizational
representative, which might have limited the distinction between the job-related and jobunrelated conditions (Olazábal & Sánchez Abril, 2010). Future research should consider other
manipulations, such as longitudinal experiments or field research on Facebook firing to account
for these limitations.
Fourth, given the limited research on Facebook firing and on traditional individual
terminations, I attempted to draw upon adjacent literatures on technology and social media-based
organizational decision-making practices and traditional theories on third-party reactions and
privacy invasion perceptions. As selection and performance appraisal are fundamentally distinct
from terminations, these extensions may have been flawed. That said, research into this novel
phenomenon is also one of the most important contributions of this study and may help future
researchers avoid the same limitation.
Future Research
Given that this was one of the first studies conducted on Facebook firing, a primary aim
of this research was to identify avenues for future research and guide theory development. In
addition to the research ideas proposed above, several opportunities for further investigation
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were derived from this dissertation. One important area is the development of theory to guide
further investigation into Facebook firing.
A second area is the examination of additional characteristics of Facebook firing. In
particular, researchers should consider those identified through the first two studies of this
dissertation, such as organizational consistency and privacy level of the employee’s post and
employee misbehavior. Other fruitful characteristics for examination could be derived from
examination of organizational social media policies and articles providing unfounded guidance
on these policies. Consulting these resources would help to bridge the gap by offering evidence
as to what factors are most important for inclusion in these guidelines.
Alternatively, as the experimental study focused on organizational and employee
characteristics, a third area of future research could address third-party characteristics proposed
in Skarlicki and Kulik’s model. Results from the main study suggested that frequency of social
media use was positively related to survivor privacy invasion perceptions. Additionally, although
Study 2 consisted of a small sample, there was some evidence to suggest that, regardless of the
case characteristics, some individuals held strong opinions in favor of or against organizational
use of social media. Thus, it is possible that individual differences might result in betweenperson differences in how Facebook firing characteristics are viewed, such as segmentation
preference (Ashforth et al., 2000), relationship to the victim and organization (Skarlicki & Kulik,
2005), or even political affiliation. Notably, though age was found to have no relationship to any
variables examined in Study 3, the sample largely consisted of those under 45 years of age.
Demonstrated differences in social media use by age (e.g., SHRM, 2019) suggest it warrants
further investigation as an individual characteristic.
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Lastly, the main study focused on one stakeholder (i.e. survivors) and on testing more
proximal outcomes of Facebook firing, namely survivor reactions toward the organization.
However, the case review identified other important observers of employee social media (e.g.,
customers, students/patients/charges, the general public). As organizations have seemed to take
an external focus with respect to Facebook firing, future research could explore other stakeholder
reactions. In addition, further exploration of survivors could identify other perceptions (e.g.
psychological contract violations, Rousseau & Aquino, 1993) or more distal outcomes of
Facebook firing. For example, a longitudinal study of organizational consistency could examine
its implications for survivor organizational commitment, person-organization values fit,
retaliation (e.g., counterproductive work behaviors), or even turnover.
Conclusion
Facebook firing is a novel practice that is becoming increasingly common and is unique
from traditional terminations. Given the potential cost to both organizations and employees, as
well as the dearth of legal or academic guidance on this practice and the baseless guidance
offered from the business realm, it is critical to bridge the scientist-practitioner gap in this area.
The findings from the current study offer initial insight into the practice and its ramifications for
the organization’s relationship with surviving employees. I-O psychologists are in a unique
position to offer empirically based guidance to organizations and employees alike on how to
effectively navigate the changing work environment to minimize negative consequences. This
study provides a roadmap for future research on this topic, as well as initial insights to pave the
way for organizations and employees to navigate this new environment.
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Table 1
Case Review: Characteristics, Categories, and Category Frequencies
Characteristic

Year

Number of Employees Disciplined

Employee Age

Social Media Site

Categories
2004
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015
2016
2017
2018
2019
Not specified
Total
Single
Multiple
Total
16-20
21-30
31-40
41-50
51-54
Not specified
N/A
Total
Twitter
Facebook
Snapchat
Instagram
YouTube
Myspace
Blog
Vine
Reddit
Rap Genius
Medium
eBay
4Chan
Not Specified
Total
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Frequency
2
2
5
11
12
12
15
29
8
17
22
32
26
5
14
212
202
10
212
6
32
10
4
2
147
11
212
77
71
31
15
8
7
2
2
1
1
1
1
1
1
212

Rel. Frequency
0.9%
0.9%
2.4%
5.2%
5.7%
5.7%
7.1%
13.7%
3.8%
8.0%
10.4%
15.1%
12.3%
2.4%
6.6%
100.0%
94%
5%
100.0%
2.8%
15.1%
4.7%
1.9%
0.9%
69.8%
4.7%
100.0%
36.3%
33.5%
14.6%
7.1%
3.8%
3.3%
0.9%
0.9%
0.5%
0.5%
0.5%
0.5%
0.5%
0.5%
100.0%
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Table 1 Continued
Characteristic
Post Occurrence

Source of Post

Post Privacy Level

Disciplinary Action

Categories
On the Job/At Work
Off the Job/Outside Work
Not Specified
Total
Employee
Stranger (Public Behavior)
Unidentified Third Party
Customer
Coworker
News/Media
Subordinate
Family Members
Students
Friend
Hacker
Not Specified
Total
Public
Private
Not Specified
Total
Terminated
Resignation/Forced Resignation
Suspended
Job Offer Rescinded
Suspension
Under investigation
Contract Not Renewed
Demoted
Fined
Paid leave
Total
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Frequency
84
100
28
212
179
6
5
4
3
3
3
2
2
1
1
2
212
81
18
112
212
176
16
4
3
4
4
2
1
1
1
212

Rel. Frequency
40%
47%
13%
100%
84.4%
2.8%
2.4%
1.9%
1.4%
1.4%
1.4%
0.9%
0.9%
0.5%
0.5%
0.9%
100%
38.2%
8.5%
52.8%
100.0%
83.0%
7.5%
1.8%
1.4%
1.4%
1.8%
0.9%
0.5%
0.5%
0.5%
100.0%
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Table 1 Continued
Characteristic

Post Discovery

Social Media Policy

Organizational
Response

Categories
Social Media User(s) Contacted Company
Company/Superior Discovered Post
Customer/Client/Charge Notified
Company
News Coverage
Post Went Viral
Followers Reshared Post
Victim Notified Company
Celebrity Tweet
Coworker/Organizational Member Alerted
Company
Posted on Company Account
Employee Tagged Company/Superior in
Post
Tweeted at Celebrity
Victim Posted to Social Media
Official Investigation
Self-reported by Disciplined Employee
Third Party Contacted Company Outside
Social Media
Total
Company Had Policy
Company Did Not Have Policy
Not Specified
Total
Issued Response
Issued No Response
Not Specified
Total

126

Frequency
26
22

Rel. Frequency
12.3%
10.4%

17
16
16
12
10
9

8.0%
7.5%
7.5%
5.7%
4.7%
4.2%

9
6

4.2%
2.8%

5
5
4
2
2

2.4%
2.4%
1.9%
0.9%
0.9%

1
212
33
34
145
212
136
41
35
212

0.5%
100.0%
15.6%
16.0%
68.4%
100.0%
64.2%
19.3%
16.5%
100.0%
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Table 2
Case Review: Frequency of Industries and Jobs of Disciplined Employees
Industry
Accommodation and Food
Services

-

Sample Jobs
Cook/Food Creator
Server
Manager
Social Media Manager

Administrative and
Support Services

-

Stadium Operations Worker

-

-

Actor, Spokesperson, or model
Professional Athlete
Coach
TV/Radio/Podcast Host
News or Sports Anchor
Social Media Editor, Manager, or
Strategist, PR Executive, Digital
Communications Manager
Professor (e.g., Adjunct, associate)
Teacher, Substitute Teacher,
Teacher’s Aide
Daycare caretaker
Principal
Banker
Chief Financial Officer, Chairman
Legislative aide, assistant, or
correspondent
Police Officer, Police Recruit,
Firefighter
Daycare Caretaker
EMS/EMT, Paramedic
Nurse
Marine Sargent
Miner
Supervisor
Social Media Manager

-

Arts, Entertainment, and
Recreation

Educational Services

Finance and Insurance
Government and Public
Administration

-

Health Care and Social
Assistance
Military
Mining
Non-profit
Other Services
Professional, Scientific,
and Technical Services
Real Estate
Retail
Technology

Frequency

Rel. Frequency

26

12.3%

1

0.5%

39

18.4%

45

21.2%

8

3.8%

15

7.1%

43

20.3%

1
1
2
4

0.5%
0.5%
1%
1.9%

Electrician

1

0.5%

Real Estate Agent
Salesman
Customer Service Representative
Developer

1

0.5%

9

4.2%

4

1.9%
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Table 2 Continued
Industry
Transportation and
Warehousing
Not Specified
N/A

Sample Jobs
-

Frequency

Flight Attendant
--Grand Total

128

Rel. Frequency

7

3%

4
1
212

1.9%
0.5%
100%
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Table 3
Case Review: Frequency of Employee Misbehaviors and Misbehavior Themes
Misbehavior
Theme

Hate Speech

Badmouthing

Unprofessional
or Unbecoming
Conduct

Reputation
Disassociation

Misbehaviors

49
9
7
2
2
69

Rel.
Frequency
of Theme
71.0%
13.0%
10.1%
2.9%
2.9%
100.0%

Rel.
Frequency
of Total
20.8%
3.8%
3.0%
0.8%
0.8%
29.2%

13
12
10
9
5
3
1
53

24.5%
22.6%
18.9%
17.0%
9.4%
5.7%
1.9%
100.0%

5.5%
5.1%
4.2%
3.8%
2.1%
1.3%
0.4%
22.5%

9
9
6
6
6
5
4
2
2
1

18.0%
18.0%
12.0%
12.0%
12.0%
10.0%
8.0%
4.0%
4.0%
2.0%

3.8%
3.8%
2.5%
2.5%
2.5%
2.1%
1.7%
0.8%
0.8%
0.4%
21.2%

Frequency

Racism
Sexism
Bigotry (religious)
Bigotry (general)
Homophobia
Hate Speech Total
Badmouthing Patient/Student/Charge
Badmouthing Company
Badmouthing President/Country Leader
Badmouthing Customers
badmouthing Job
Badmouthing Coworkers
Badmouthing Supervisor
Badmouthing Total
Unprofessional/Unbecoming conduct (e.g.,
loafing, using social media during work)
Violated Patient/Student/Charge Privacy
Inappropriate post from company account
Posted confidential information
Inappropriate relationship with student
Violated social media policy
Customer Mistreatment
Lied to company
Subordinate Mistreatment
Whistleblowing (informal)
Unprofessional/Unbecoming Conduct
Total
Inappropriate, Insensitive, or Controversial
Commentary
Lewd Act/Nudity
Inappropriate behavior (e.g., violence,
arguing)
Political stance/opinions
Poor role modeling
Reputation Disassociation Total

129

50

100.0%

12
11

32.4%
29.7%

5.1%
4.7%

8
4
2
37

21.6%
10.8%
5.4%
100.0%

3.4%
1.7%
0.8%
15.7%

SURVIVOR REACTIONS TO FACEBOOK FIRING
Table 3 Continued
Misbehavior
Theme
Endangerment
Conflicting
Values
Other
Drug Use

Misbehaviors

Frequency

Food Preparation/Tampering
Endangering Patient/Charge/Student
Endangerment Total
Conflicting Values
Conflicting Values Total
Other
Other Total
Drug Use
Drug Use Total
Grand Total
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6
7
13
6
6
5
5
3
3
236

Rel.
Frequency of
Theme
53.8%
46.2%
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%

Rel.
Frequency
of Total
3.0%
2.5%
5.5%
2.6%
2.5%
2.1%

100.0%
100.0%
100.0%
--

2.1%
1.3%
1.3%
100.0%
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Table 4
Case Review: Backlash from Social Media-based Disciplinary Action
Backlash
Recipient

Categories

11

Rel. Frequency
of Reported
9.6%

Rel. Frequency
of Total
4.8%

9

7.8%

3.9%

7

6.1%

3.0%

7
5
5

6.1%
4.3%
4.3%

3.0%
2.2%
2.2%

4

3.5%

1.7%

2

1.7%

0.9%

11

9.6%

4.8%

2

1.7%

0.9%

1
1

0.9%
0.9%

0.4%
0.4%

1

0.9%

0.4%

1

0.9%

0.4%

8

7.0%

3.5%

7

6.1%

3.0%

6
5
4
4
4
3
2
1
1
1
2
116
115
231

5.2%
4.3%
3.5%
3.5%
3.5%
2.6%
1.7%
0.9%
0.9%
0.9%
1.7%
-100.0%
100%

2.6%
2.2%
1.7%
1.7%
1.7%
1.3%
0.9%
0.4%
0.4%
0.4%
0.9%
50.2%
49.8%
100.0%

Frequency

Sued by Employee
Subject to Customer/Public
Complaints
Employee Reinstated/Offered Job
Back
Threatened/Received Hate Mail
Customer Loss
Employee Awarded Compensation
Created or Revised Social Media
Policy
Organization Reputation Damaged
Public Support of/Petition for
Employee
Employee Publicly Badmouthed
Company
Coworker Quit
Issued Public Apology
Employee Filed Complaint Against
Org
Public Pushed Organization to Take
Further Action
Deleted/Privatized Social Media
Accounts
Subject to Public
Critique/Humiliation
Investigated
Facing Criminal Charges
Issued Public Apology
Mental Health Suffered
Employee
Impacted Future Employment
Arrested
Threatened/Received Hate Mail
Fined
Mandated to Take Training
Doxed
Sued by Company
Not Specified
Total Reported
Totals
Grand Total
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Table 5
Main Study: Main Effect of Gender on Dependent Variables (n = 123)
Gender

n

Mean

SD

t-test

df

p

Fairness
Perceptions

Male
Female

45
78

3.26
3.08

.90
.91

1.05

92

0.30

Privacy Invasion
Perceptions

Male
Female

45
78

2.77
2.78

.63
.63

-0.13

92

0.90

Organizational
Trust

Male
Female

45
78

3.42
3.47

.52
.54

-0.48

94

0.63

Note. †p ≤ .10, *p ≤ .05, **p ≤ .01, ***p ≤ .001.
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Table 6

Variable
31.85

Mean

1.07

10.29

SD

–.02

–.32***

—

1

.56***

.48***

—

–.15

.57***

(.86)

–.13

–.08

(.77)

.58***

(.91)

.55***

(.83)

(.74)

7

Main Study: Means, Standard Deviations, and Bivariate Correlations for Potential Covariates and Dependent Variables

1. Age
6.43
1.30

–.30***

–.12

–.05

.57***

6

2. Frequency of SM Use
2.20
1.59

–.03

–.16†

.02

5

3. Active SM Behavior
4.96

0.90

.00

–.04

4

4. Passive SM Behavior
3.11

0.62

–.03

3

5. Fairness Perceptions

2.78

.01

2

6. Privacy Invasion Perceptions

0.53

p ≤ .10, *p ≤ .05, **p ≤ .01, ***p ≤ .001. Cronbach’ s α reported in diagonal. “ SM” denotes social media

3.45

†

7. Organizational Trust
Note.
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Table 7
Main Study: Means and Standard Deviations for Dependent Variables by Experimental
Condition
Fairness Perceptions (N = 134)
Job-related

Job-unrelated

Overall

Employee Authored

3.44 (.77)

2.96 (.82)

3.21 (.82)

Other Authored

2.98 (.91)

3.05 (1.04)

3.01 (.97)

Transparent

3.18 (.88)

3.11 (.94)

3.15 (.90)

Nontransparent

3.25 (.86)

2.91 (.94)

3.08 (.91)

Overall

3.21 (.87)

3.01 (.94)

3.11 (.90)

Employee Authored

Other Authored

Overall

Transparent

3.31 (.76)

2.97 (1.01)

3.15 (.90)

Nontransparent

3.10 (.89)

3.06 (.94)

3.08 (.91)

Overall

3.21 (.82)

3.01 (.97)

3.11 (.90)

Job-related

Job-unrelated

Overall

Employee Authored

2.93 (.49)

2.67 (.66)

2.81 (.58)

Other Authored

2.72 (.63)

2.77 (.69)

2.74 (.65)

Transparent

2.84 (.57)

2.72 (.63)

2.78 (.60)

Nontransparent

2.81 (.58)

2.73 (.72)

2.77 (.65)

Overall

2.82 (.57)

2.72 (.67)

2.78 (.62)

Employee Authored

Other Authored

Overall

Transparent

2.87 (.53)

2.70 (.66)

2.78 (.60)

Nontransparent

2.74 (.64)

2.78 (.66)

2.77 (.65)

Overall

2.81 (.58)

2.74 (.65)

2.78 (.62)

Transparent

Nontransparent

Overall

3.49 (.56)

3.42 (.50)

3.45 (0.53)

Privacy Invasion Perceptions (N = 134)

Organizational Trust (N = 133)

Note. Standard deviations reported in parentheses. The cells in which the “Overall” row and the
“Overall” column intersect reflect the overall means and standard deviations for the dependent variables
across all conditions.
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Table 8
Main Study: Main and Interactive Effects of Post Job-relatedness and Post Authorship on
Survivor Fairness Perceptions (N = 134)
df

Sum of
Squares

Mean
Square

F

p

ηP2

Post Job-relatedness

1

1.44

1.44

1.81

0.18

.01

Post Authorship

1

1.23

1.23

1.54

0.22

.01

Post Job-relatedness x Post
Authorship

1

2.53

2.53

3.17

0.08†

.02

Residual

130

103.68

0.80

--

--

--

Predictor

Note. †p ≤ .10, *p ≤ .05, **p ≤ .01, ***p ≤ .001.
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Table 9
Main Study: Main and Interactive Effects of Post Job-relatedness and Organizational
Transparency on Survivor Fairness Perceptions (N = 134)
df

Sum of
Squares

Mean
Square

F

p

ηP2

Post Job-relatedness

1

1.44

1.44

1.76

0.19

.01

Organizational Transparency

1

0.12

0.12

0.14

0.71

.00

Post Job-relatedness x
Organizational Transparency

1

0.58

0.58

0.71

0.40

.01

Residual

130

106.74

0.82

--

--

--

Predictor

Note. †p ≤ .10, *p ≤ .05, **p ≤ .01, ***p ≤ .001.
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Table 10
Main Study: Main and Interactive Effects of Post Authorship and Organizational Transparency
on Survivor Fairness Perceptions (N = 134)
df

Sum of
Squares

Mean
Square

F

p

ηP2

Post Authorship

1

1.31

1.31

1.60

0.21

.01

Organizational Transparency

1

0.13

0.13

0.16

0.69

.00

Post Authorship x
Organizational Transparency

1

0.78

0.78

0.95

0.33

.01

Residual

130

106.66

0.82

--

--

--

Predictor

Note. †p ≤ .10, *p ≤ .05, **p ≤ .01, ***p ≤ .001.
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Table 11
Main Study: Main and Interactive Effects of Post Job-relatedness and Post Authorship on
Survivor Privacy Invasion Perceptions (N = 134)
df

Sum of
Squares

Mean
Square

F

p

ηP2

Post Job-relatedness

1

0.35

0.35

0.92

0.34

.01

Post Authorship

1

0.13

0.13

0.34

0.56

.00

Post Job-relatedness x Post
Authorship

1

0.74

0.74

1.93

0.17

.01

Residual

130

49.88

0.38

--

--

--

Predictor

Note. †p ≤ .10, *p ≤ .05, **p ≤ .01, ***p ≤ .001.
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Table 12
Main Study: Main and Interactive Effects of Job-relatedness and Organizational Transparency
on Survivor Privacy Invasion Perceptions (N = 134)
df

Sum of
Squares

Mean
Square

F

p

ηP2

Post Job-relatedness

1

0.35

0.35

0.90

0.34

.01

Organizational Transparency

1

0.01

0.01

0.02

0.90

.00

Post Job-relatedness x
Organizational Transparency

1

0.02

0.02

0.04

0.84

.00

Residual

130

50.73

0.39

--

--

--

Predictor

Note. †p ≤ .10, *p ≤ .05, **p ≤ .01, ***p ≤ .001.
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Table 13
Main Study: Main and Interactive Effects of Post Authorship and Organizational Transparency
on Survivor Privacy Invasion Perceptions (N = 134)
df

Sum of
Squares

Mean
Square

F

p

ηP2

Post Authorship

1

0.14

0.14

0.37

0.54

.00

Organizational Transparency

1

0.01

0.01

0.03

0.88

.00

Post Authorship x
Organizational Transparency

1

0.35

0.35

0.91

0.34

.01

Residual

130

50.59

0.39

--

--

--

Predictor

Note. †p ≤ .10, *p ≤ .05, **p ≤ .01, ***p ≤ .001.
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Table 14
Main Study: Main Effect of Organizational Transparency on Survivor Organizational Trust (N =
133)
Organizational
Transparency

n

Mean

SD

t-test

df

p

Transparent
Non-transparent

66
67

3.49
3.43

.56
.50

0.70

129

.49

Note. †p ≤ .10, *p ≤ .05, **p ≤ .01, ***p ≤ .001.
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Table 15
Main Study: Exploratory Analyses of Independent Variables on Justice Subdimensions (N = 130134)
Independent
Variable

Post Jobrelatedness

Post Authorship

Organizational
Transparency

Conditions

Means

Dependent Variable

t

df

p

Job-related post

3.13

Job-unrelated post

3.06

Procedural Justice

0.75

126

.45

Job-related post

3.48

Job-unrelated post

3.17

Distributive Justice

1.78

126

.08†

Job-related post

3.09

Job-unrelated post

3.16

Interpersonal Justice

-0.64

132

.53

Job-related post

2.95

Job-unrelated post

2.99

Informational Justice

-0.27

128

.79

Employee Authored

3.18

Other Authored

3.01

Procedural Justice

1.90

128

.06†

Employee Authored

3.47

Other Authored

3.19

Distributive Justice

1.61

131

.11

Employee Authored

3.20

Other Authored

3.05

Interpersonal Justice

1.17

130

.24

Employee Authored

3.13

Other Authored

2.80

Informational Justice

2.47

128

.01**

Transparent
Non-transparent

3.09
3.10

Procedural Justice

-.11

128

.91

Transparent
Non-transparent

3.20
3.46

Distributive Justice

-1.52

130

.13

Transparent
Non-transparent

3.07
3.18

Interpersonal Justice

-.93

132

.36

Transparent
Non-transparent

3.22
2.72

Informational Justice

3.92

113

.00***

Note. †p ≤ .10, *p ≤ .05, **p ≤ .01, ***p ≤ .001. Cronbach’s α for the justice subdimensions were
as follows: procedural justice (α = .74), distributive justice (α = .91), interpersonal justice (α =
.77), informational justice (α = .83).
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Figure 1
Main Study: Proposed Theoretical Model of Main Effects.
Post Jobrelatedness

H1

Fairness
Perceptions

H7

Post Authorship

H2
H8

Privacy
Invasion
Perceptions

H3

Organizational
Transparency

H9

H13

Organizational
Trust

Note. H1, H2, and H3 indicate the hypothesized main effects of post job-relatedness, post
authorship, and organizational transparency on fairness perceptions. H7, H8, and H9 indicate the
hypothesized main effects of post job-relatedness, post authorship, and organizational
transparency on privacy invasion perceptions. Hypotheses are indicated near their respective
links in the model. H13 indicates the hypothesized main effect of organizational transparency on
organizational trust.
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Figure 2
Main Study: Proposed Theoretical Model of Interactional Effects on Fairness Perceptions

Post Jobrelatedness

H4

H5

Post Authorship

Fairness
Perceptions

H6 & RQ1

Organizational
Transparency

Note. H4, H5, H6 and RQ1 indicate the hypothesized interactional effects of post job-relatedness
and post authorship, post job-relatedness and organizational transparency, and post authorship
and organizational transparency, respectively, on fairness perceptions. H13 indicates the
hypothesized main effect of organizational transparency on organizational trust.
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Figure 3
Main Study: Proposed Theoretical Model of Interactional Effects on Privacy Invasion
Perceptions.

Post Jobrelatedness

H10

H11

Post Authorship

H12 and RQ2

Privacy
Invasion
Perceptions

Organizational
Transparency

Note. H10, H11, H12 and RQ2 indicate the hypothesized interactional effects of post jobrelatedness and post authorship, post job-relatedness and organizational transparency, and post
authorship and organizational transparency, respectively, on privacy invasion perceptions.
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Figure 4

Job and Organizational Relatedness

Pilot 3: Mean Ratings of Job and Organizational Relatedness

1. Conflicts with company values

5.44

2. Harm company reputation

5.39

3. Company doubt EE judgment

5.33

4. Harm company profit

5.06

5. Relevant for job content

4.94

6. Participant doubt EE judgment

4.83

7. Company doubt EE credibility

4.83

8. Company doubt EE trustworthiness

4.78

9. Relevant for EE perf

4.56

10. Participant doubt EE trustworthiness

4.44

11. Harm coworker reputation

4.39

12. Participant doubt EE credibility

4.39

13. Unethical

4.28

14. Company doubt EE ability

4.22

15. Participant doubt EE ability

3.78

16. Illegal
0.00

1.72
1.00

2.00

3.00

4.00

5.00

6.00

Mean Rating

Note. N = 18. Items 1, 2, and 4 in green reflect organizational relatedness. Items 3 and 5-16 in
blue reflect job relatedness.
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Figure 5

Facebook Firing Conditions

Pilot 3: Mean Ratings of Conditions under which Facebook Firings are Appropriate

Confidential/proprietary info
Illegal behavior
On company account
Company transparent about SM use
Post about customers, clients, charges
On public personal account
Post work topics
Post went viral
Posts on non-work time
In public
Posts during work
In private
Company non-transparent about SM use
On private personal account
Subject of friend/family post

4.61
3.78
3.65
3.59
3.39
3.00
3.00
2.94
2.88
2.88
2.82
2.69
2.65
2.41
2.29
2.28
2.24

Post non-work topics
Subject of stranger's post
Friends with company members
Not friends with company members
0.00

1.56
1.44
1.00

2.00

3.00

Mean Rating

Note. N = 18. “SM” denotes social media.
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Figure 6
Main Study: Interaction between Post Job-Relatedness and Post Authorship on Survivor
Fairness Perceptions

3.4

Fairness Perceptions

3.3

Post Job-relatedness
3.2

Job-related
Job-unrelated

3.1

3.0

Employee Authored

Other Authored

Post Authorship
Note. F(1,130) = 3.17, p = .08, ηP2 = .02. A post hoc test revealed no significant differences
between conditions. The interaction pattern above suggests fairness perceptions were higher in
the employee authored, job-related condition compared to the employee authored, job-unrelated
(M = 2.96) and other authored job-related conditions (M = 2.98). Fairness perceptions were also
higher in the other authored, job-unrelated condition (M = 3.05) compared to the employee
authored, job-related condition (M = 2.98).
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Appendix A:
Survivor Interview Study Materials
Recruitment Statements
Email Recruitment Statement
Hello,
I am conducting a dissertation research project that examines how organizations make important
personnel decisions (e.g. demotions, terminations) based on an employee's social media activity.
To study this topic, I am interviewing individuals who:
• Are aged 18+
• Are full-time employees
• Are fluent in English
• Are not self-employed
• Know of another employee in their organization who was fired or otherwise disciplined
for social media activity.
If you fit the criteria above and would like to participate, it would consist of a 20-30-minute
phone interview, scheduled at your convenience. The information you provide will be critical in
helping to guide the refinement of a survey to be used in my dissertation!
If you are unable or unwilling to participate but know someone who would qualify, please let me
know and/or forward this email to that person. I can be reached at Rcomansky@gmail.com.
Thank you in advance for your help and/or participation!
Rachel
Social Media Recruitment Statement
Social media is increasingly being used by organizations to make personnel decisions. Has
someone in your organization been disciplined for their social media use (e.g., fired, suspended)?
Are you a full-time employee 18 years or older who is fluent in English and is not selfemployed? If so, please consider helping me with my dissertation! It’ll take 20-30 minutes &
responses are confidential. Click the attachment for more info or contact me @
rcomansky@gmail.com. Thank you in advance!!
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Oral Informed Consent
THE CITY UNIVERSITY OF NEW YORK
Baruch College
Psychology Department
ORAL INFORMED CONSENT SCRIPT
Title of Research Study: #Facebookfired: Surviving employee perceptions of and reactions to
disciplinary action for social media activity
Principal Investigator:

Rachel Omansky, M.S., M.Phil. Industrial-Organizational Psychology

Doctoral Candidate

Thank you for your interest in completing this study and for taking the time to speak with me.
You are being asked to participate in this research study because you are a full-time employee
aged 18 or older, are not self-employed, and knows/knows of another member in your
organization who has been terminated or disciplined (e.g., demoted, suspended, forced to resign)
for social media activity. The purpose of this research study is to better understand how
employees who know or know of other employees in their organization who have been fired or
disciplined for social media activity perceive and respond to these instances. If you agree to
participate, we will ask you to complete a 20-30-minute phone interview in which the principal
investigator will ask you several questions about your experience.
Participation in this interview poses no greater social or psychological risks than you would
experience in normal daily activities. The primary risk of participation in this study is breach of
confidentiality, as names will be recorded initially and used for communication purposes and to
keep track of responses during data collection. To protect against this risk, at the end of data
collection, names will be disassociated from responses and replaced with randomized codes so
data will be anonymized. Further, the information you provide will be used for academic
purposes only and data will be reported in aggregate with identifying information removed. Your
participation in this research is voluntary and you can skip any questions you do not feel
comfortable answering. If you have any questions, you can contact Rachel Omansky at
romansky@gradcenter.cuny.edu or at (917) 750-2412. If you have any questions about your
rights as a research participant or if you would like to talk to someone other than the researcher,
you can contact CUNY Research Compliance Administrator at (646)-664-8918.
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Interview Questions
Introduction/Instructions:
Thank you for taking the time to speak with me. The information you provide will be crucial for
helping to guide the focus of my dissertation research, which will examine how third-party
employees react to instances in which an organization fires or disciplines another employee for
social media activity. Your responses will be used solely for academic research purposes, so
please be as honest as possible. Your name will not be associated with your responses provided
during this interview. Additionally, the results will be combined with others’ interview responses
when reporting. Do you have any questions before we begin?
As mentioned, the purpose of this interview is to understand how employees perceive and react
to instances in which their organizations discipline (e.g., fire, demote, suspend, force to resign)
another employee or employees for their social media activity. As you know/know of an
employee in your organization who was disciplined for social media activity, I will be asking
you several questions about your experience and your perspective on that instance.
Interview Questions
1. What did the employee do or say on social media that was potentially harmful to the
organization? For example, did they post something? If so, what did they post?
2. How did the organization find out about the employee’s social media activity?
3. How the organization react to the employee’s actions on social media, if at all?
(IF ORGANIZATION REACTED):
4. How long did it take for the organization to react?
5. How did they [the organization] deal with the employee?
6. Did they [the organization] address the incident with other employees?
(IF ORGANIZATION DID NOT REACT):
7. Do you think the organization should have reacted?
a. (IF YES) Why?
b. (IF NO) Why not?
(TO ALL PARTICIPANTS)
8. Please explain how you felt about the matter when you learned about it, including how
you felt toward the employee(s) and the organization.
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9. How did you react when you found out?
a. (IF CLARIFICATION NEEDED): For example, did you speak to others about the
incident? What did you say? Did you take any action against the organization?
What?
10. Do you feel the employee deserved the action the organization took against him/her?
11. Did you feel the organization’s response was fair?
a. (IF YES) Why?
b. (IF NO) Why not?
i. (IF ACTION WAS UNFAIR): What action, if any, do you feel would
have been deserved or fairer?
12. Do you feel the organization invaded the employee’s privacy in this instance?
a. (IF YES) Why?
b. (IF NO) Why not?
13. Do you think the employee’s social media activity in this instance was relevant to the
organization and/or to the employee’s job?
a. (IF YES) Why?
b. (IF NO) Why not?
14. Following the incident, has the organization taken any additional steps to deal with the
fallout or to prevent the incident from re-occurring?
a. (IF CLARIFICATION IS NEEDED): For example, creating a policy about social
media, creating a social media account to deal with future issues, etc.
15. Looking back on the incident now, do you feel differently about it than you initially did?
a. (IF YES): How do you feel now?
b. (IF YES): Why have your feelings changed?
16. Is there anything else you would like to add about the issue of organizations firing or
disciplining employees for social media use?

152

SURVIVOR REACTIONS TO FACEBOOK FIRING
Demographic Questions:
17. In what industry is your organization?
18. If known, how long had this person worked for your organization?
19. If known, what race was this employee?
20. If known, what gender was this employee?
21. What was your relationship to the employee?
22. What is your race?
23. Are you male/female/other?
This concludes the interview. Thank you for your time and thoughtful responses. If you have
any additional questions or concerns, please contact me at romansky@gradcenter.cuny.edu or
(917) 750-2412.
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Appendix B:
Pilot 1 Study Materials
Scenarios
Figure B1
Case 1, Condition 1: TrendSET Magazine - Job-Related Post, Employee-Authored Post,
Organizational Transparency.
The

Weekly
Chronicle

News

Social Media

TrendSET Magazine Employee Fired over
Facebook Post
By Alex Bosnick | 10/7/2019 01:45 pm EDT

Trendset.com

TrendSET Magazine fired employee Pat Johnson on Monday morning after Johnson posted a video to
Facebook last Saturday. Johnson had worked as a fashion editor at TrendSET Magazine for the past
two years, writing and editing fashion features, working with fashion designers, journalists, and
experts in the field, attending fashion shows on behalf of the magazine, and interacting with
followers.
The video shows Johnson and a friend at walking through a busy clothing aisle at Target and passing
by a man picking out a shirt. In the video, Johnson says, “some people should not be allowed to dress
themselves. Let’s go, that shirt is making me sad”. Johnson and the friend can then be seen laughing.
An inside source revealed that TrendSET Magazine regularly monitors employee social media activity
and discovered the post during one of their searches. Johnson was terminated shortly after.
The Magazine could not be reached for comment, but the source confirmed that the company had
previously released a social media policy notifying its employees that they could be fired for social
media content.
Alex Bosnick
Senior Reporter, The Weekly Chronicle
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Figure B2
Case 1, Condition 2: TrendSET Magazine - Job-Related Post, Other-Authored Post,
Organizational Transparency.
The

Weekly
Chronicle

News

Social Media

TrendSET Magazine Employee Fired over
Facebook Post
By Alex Bosnick | 10/7/2019 01:45 pm EDT

Trendset.com

TrendSET Magazine fired employee Pat Johnson on Monday morning after Johnson was identified in a
video posted by a fellow shopper to Facebook last Saturday. Johnson had worked as a fashion editor
at TrendSET Magazine for the past two years, writing and editing fashion features, working with
fashion designers, journalists, and experts in the field, attending fashion shows on behalf of the
magazine, and interacting with followers.
The video shows Johnson and a friend at walking through a busy clothing aisle at Target and passing
by a man picking out a shirt. In the video, Johnson says, “some people should not be allowed to dress
themselves. Let’s go, that shirt is making me sad”. Johnson and the friend can then be seen laughing.
An inside source revealed that TrendSET Magazine regularly monitors employee social media activity
and discovered the post during one of their searches. Johnson was terminated shortly after.
The Magazine could not be reached for comment, but the source confirmed that the company had
previously released a social media policy notifying its employees that they could be fired for social
media content.
Alex Bosnick
Senior Reporter, The Weekly Chronicle
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Figure B3
Case 1, Condition 3: TrendSET Magazine - Job-Related Post, Employee-Authored Post,
Organizational Non-Transparency.

The

Weekly
Chronicle

News

Social Media

TrendSET Magazine Employee Fired over
Facebook Post
By Alex Bosnick | 10/7/2019 01:45 pm EDT

Trendset.com

TrendSET Magazine fired employee Pat Johnson on Monday morning after Johnson posted a video to
Facebook last Saturday. Johnson had worked as a fashion editor at TrendSET Magazine for the past
two years, writing and editing fashion features, working with fashion designers, journalists, and
experts in the field, attending fashion shows on behalf of the magazine, and interacting with
followers.
The video shows Johnson and a friend at walking through a busy clothing aisle at Target and passing
by a man picking out a shirt. In the video, Johnson says, “some people should not be allowed to dress
themselves. Let’s go, that shirt is making me sad”. Johnson and the friend can then be seen laughing.
An inside source revealed that TrendSET Magazine regularly monitors employee social media activity
and discovered the post during one of their searches. Johnson was terminated shortly after.
The Magazine could not be reached for comment, but the source confirmed that the company had
not previously notified employees that they could be fired for social media content.
Alex Bosnick
Senior Reporter, The Weekly Chronicle
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Figure B4
Case 1, Condition 4: TrendSET Magazine - Job-Related Post, Other-Authored Post,
Organizational Non-Transparency.

The

Weekly
Chronicle

News

Social Media

TrendSET Magazine Employee Fired over
Facebook Post
By Alex Bosnick | 10/7/2019 01:45 pm EDT

Trendset.com

TrendSET Magazine fired employee Pat Johnson on Monday morning after Johnson was identified in a
video posted by a fellow shopper to Facebook last Saturday. Johnson had worked as a fashion editor
at TrendSET Magazine for the past two years, writing and editing fashion features, working with
fashion designers, journalists, and experts in the field, attending fashion shows on behalf of the
magazine, and interacting with followers.
The video shows Johnson and a friend at walking through a busy clothing aisle at Target and passing
by a man picking out a shirt. In the video, Johnson says, “some people should not be allowed to dress
themselves. Let’s go, that shirt is making me sad”. Johnson and the friend can then be seen laughing.
An inside source revealed that TrendSET Magazine regularly monitors employee social media activity
and discovered the post during one of their searches. Johnson was terminated shortly after.
The Magazine could not be reached for comment, but the source confirmed that the company had not
previously notified its employees that they could be fired for social media content.
Alex Bosnick
Senior Reporter, The Weekly Chronicle
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Figure B5
Case 1, Condition 5: TrendSET Magazine - Job-Unrelated Post, Employee-Authored Post,
Organizational Transparency.
The

Weekly
Chronicle

News

Social Media

TrendSET Magazine Employee Fired over
Facebook Post
By Alex Bosnick | 10/7/2019 01:45 pm EDT

Trendset.com

TrendSET Magazine fired employee Pat Johnson on Monday morning after Johnson posted a video to
Facebook last Saturday. Johnson had worked as a travel editor at TrendSET Magazine for the past
two years, writing and editing travel features, working with writers, editors, videographers, and
designers in the field, researching travel trends, tips, destinations, and activities, and interacting with
followers.
The video shows Johnson and a friend at walking through a busy clothing aisle at Target and passing
by a man picking out a shirt. In the video, Johnson says, “some people should not be allowed to dress
themselves. Let’s go, that shirt is making me sad”. Johnson and the friend can then be seen laughing.
An inside source revealed that TrendSET Magazine regularly monitors employee social media activity
and discovered the post during one of their searches. Johnson was terminated shortly after.
The Magazine could not be reached for comment, but the source confirmed that the company had
previously released a social media policy notifying its employees that they could be fired for social
media content.
Alex Bosnick
Senior Reporter, The Weekly Chronicle
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Figure B6
Case 1, Condition 6: TrendSET Magazine - Job-Unrelated Post, Other-Authored Post,
Organizational Transparency.
The

Weekly
Chronicle

News

Social Media

TrendSET Magazine Employee Fired over
Facebook Post
By Alex Bosnick | 10/7/2019 01:45 pm EDT

Trendset.com

TrendSET Magazine fired employee Pat Johnson on Monday morning after Johnson was identified in a
video posted to Facebook last Saturday. Johnson had worked as a travel editor at TrendSET
Magazine for the past two years, writing and editing travel features, working with writers, editors,
videographers, and designers in the field, researching travel trends, tips, destinations, and activities,
and interacting with followers.
The video shows Johnson and a friend at walking through a busy clothing aisle at Target and passing
by a man picking out a shirt. In the video, Johnson says, “some people should not be allowed to dress
themselves. Let’s go, that shirt is making me sad”. Johnson and the friend can then be seen laughing.
An inside source revealed that TrendSET Magazine regularly monitors employee social media activity
and discovered the post during one of their searches. Johnson was terminated shortly after.
The Magazine could not be reached for comment, but the source confirmed that the company had
previously released a social media policy notifying its employees that they could be fired for social
media content.
Alex Bosnick
Senior Reporter, The Weekly Chronicle
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Figure B7
Case 1, Condition 7: TrendSET Magazine - Job-Unrelated Post, Employee-Authored Post,
Organizational Non-Transparency.

The

Weekly
Chronicle

News

Social Media

TrendSET Magazine Employee Fired over
Facebook Post
By Alex Bosnick | 10/7/2019 01:45 pm EDT

Trendset.com

TrendSET Magazine fired employee Pat Johnson on Monday morning after Johnson posted a video to
Facebook last Saturday. Johnson had worked as a travel editor at TrendSET Magazine for the past
two years, writing and editing travel features, working with writers, editors, videographers, and
designers in the field, researching travel trends, tips, destinations, and activities, and interacting with
followers.
The video shows Johnson and a friend at walking through a busy clothing aisle at Target and passing
by a man picking out a shirt. In the video, Johnson says, “some people should not be allowed to dress
themselves. Let’s go, that shirt is making me sad”. Johnson and the friend can then be seen laughing.
An inside source revealed that TrendSET Magazine regularly monitors employee social media activity
and discovered the post during one of their searches. Johnson was terminated shortly after.
The Magazine could not be reached for comment, but the source confirmed that the company had
not previously notified its employees that they could be fired for social media content.
Alex Bosnick
Senior Reporter, The Weekly Chronicle
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Figure B8
Case 1, Condition 8: TrendSET Magazine - Job-Unrelated Post, Other-Authored Post,
Organizational Non-Transparency.
The

Weekly
Chronicle

News

Social Media

TrendSET Magazine Employee Fired over
Facebook Post
By Alex Bosnick | 10/7/2019 01:45 pm EDT

Trendset.com

TrendSET Magazine fired employee Pat Johnson on Monday morning after Johnson was identified in
a video posted by a fellow shopper to Facebook last Saturday. Johnson had worked as a travel editor
at TrendSET Magazine for the past two years, writing and editing travel features, working with
writers, editors, videographers, and designers in the field, researching travel trends, tips,
destinations, and activities, and interacting with followers.
The video shows Johnson and a friend at walking through a busy clothing aisle at Target and passing
by a man picking out a shirt. In the video, Johnson says, “some people should not be allowed to dress
themselves. Let’s go, that shirt is making me sad”. Johnson and the friend can then be seen laughing.
An inside source revealed that TrendSET Magazine regularly monitors employee social media activity
and discovered the post during one of their searches. Johnson was terminated shortly after.
The Magazine could not be reached for comment, but the source confirmed that the company had
not previously notified employees that they could be fired for social media content.

Alex Bosnick
Senior Reporter, The Weekly Chronicle
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Figure B9
Case 2, Condition 1: Culpepper Medical Center - Job-Related Post, Employee-Authored Post,
Organizational Transparency.

The

Weekly
Chronicle

News

Social Media

Culpepper Medical Center Employee Fired over
Facebook Post
By Alex Bosnick | 10/7/2019 01:45 pm EDT

cmc.org

Culpepper Medical Center fired employee Pat Johnson on Monday morning after Johnson posted a
video to Facebook last Saturday. Johnson had worked as a pediatric nurse at the Culpepper Medical
Center for the past two years, identifying health issues and providing health and medical care to
children and young adults.
The video shows Johnson in the aisle seat on an airplane and several kids running up and down the
aisle. Johnson’s friend sits beside Johnson as several other kids are standing and talking in the rows
behind and next to them. In the video, Johnson groans and states, “I swear to God if these little
demons don’t sit down and shut up, I will throw them out of this plane, idc [I don’t care]”.
An inside source revealed that Culpepper Medical Center regularly monitors employee social media
activity and discovered the post during one of their searches. Johnson was terminated shortly after.
The Medical Center could not be reached for comment, but the source confirmed that the company
had previously released a social media policy notifying its employees that they could be fired for
social media content.
Alex Bosnick
Senior Reporter, The Weekly Chronicle
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Figure B10
Case 2, Condition 2: Culpepper Medical Center - Job-Related Post, Other-Authored Post,
Organizational Transparency.
The

Weekly
Chronicle

News

Social Media

Culpepper Medical Center Employee Fired over
Facebook Post
By Alex Bosnick | 10/7/2019 01:45 pm EDT

cmc.org

Culpepper Medical Center fired employee Pat Johnson on Monday morning after Johnson was
identified in a video posted to Facebook last Saturday. Johnson had worked as a pediatric nurse at
the Culpepper Medical Center for the past two years, identifying health issues and providing health
and medical care to children and young adults.
The video shows Johnson in the aisle seat on an airplane and several kids running up and down the
aisle. Johnson’s friend sits beside Johnson as several other kids are standing and talking in the rows
behind and next to them. In the video, Johnson groans and states, “I swear to God if these little
demons don’t sit down and shut up, I will throw them out of this plane, idc [I don’t care]”.
An inside source revealed that Culpepper Medical Center regularly monitors employee social media
activity and discovered the post during one of their searches. Johnson was terminated shortly after.
The Medical Center could not be reached for comment, but the source confirmed that the company
had previously released a social media policy notifying its employees that they could be fired for
social media content.
Alex Bosnick
Senior Reporter, The Weekly Chronicle
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Figure B11
Case 2; Condition 3: Culpepper Medical Center - Job-Related Post, Employee-Authored Post,
Organizational Non-Transparency.
The

Weekly
Chronicle

News

Social Media

Culpepper Medical Center Employee Fired over
Facebook Post
By Alex Bosnick | 10/7/2019 01:45 pm EDT

cmc.org

Culpepper Medical Center fired employee Pat Johnson on Monday morning after Johnson posted a
video to Facebook last Saturday. Johnson had worked as a pediatric nurse at the Culpepper Medical
Center for the past two years, identifying health issues and providing health and medical care to
children and young adults.
The video shows Johnson in the aisle seat on an airplane and several kids running up and down the
aisle. Johnson’s friend sits beside Johnson as several other kids are standing and talking in the rows
behind and next to them. In the video, Johnson groans and states, “I swear to God if these little
demons don’t sit down and shut up, I will throw them out of this plane, idc [I don’t care]”.
An inside source revealed that Culpepper Medical Center regularly monitors employee social media
activity and discovered the post during one of their searches. Johnson was terminated shortly after.
The Medical Center could not be reached for comment, but the source confirmed that the company
had not previously notified its employees that they could be fired for social media content.
Alex Bosnick
Senior Reporter, The Weekly Chronicle
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Figure B12:
Case 2, Condition 4: Culpepper Medical Center - Job-Related Post, Other-Authored Post,
Organizational Non-Transparency.
The

Weekly
Chronicle

News

Social Media

Culpepper Medical Center Employee Fired over
Facebook Post
By Alex Bosnick | 10/7/2019 01:45 pm EDT

cmc.org

Culpepper Medical Center fired employee Pat Johnson on Monday morning after Johnson was
identified in a video posted to Facebook last Saturday. Johnson had worked as a pediatric nurse at
the Culpepper Medical Center for the past two years, identifying health issues and providing health
and medical care to children and young adults.
The video shows Johnson in the aisle seat on an airplane and several kids running up and down the
aisle. Johnson’s friend sits beside Johnson as several other kids are standing and talking in the rows
behind and next to them. In the video, Johnson groans and states, “I swear to God if these little
demons don’t sit down and shut up, I will throw them out of this plane, idc [I don’t care]”.
An inside source revealed that Culpepper Medical Center regularly monitors employee social media
activity and discovered the post during one of their searches. Johnson was terminated shortly after.
The Medical Center could not be reached for comment, but the source confirmed that the company
had not previously notified its employees that they could be fired for social media content.
Alex Bosnick
Senior Reporter, The Weekly Chronicle
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Figure B13.
Case 2, Condition 5: Culpepper Medical Center - Job-Unrelated Post, Employee-Authored Post,
Organizational Transparency.
The

Weekly
Chronicle

News

Social Media

Culpepper Medical Center Employee Fired over
Facebook Post
By Alex Bosnick | 10/7/2019 01:45 pm EDT

cmc.org

Culpepper Medical Center fired employee Pat Johnson on Monday morning after Johnson posted a
video to Facebook last Saturday. Johnson had worked as a geriatric nurse at the Culpepper Medical
Center for the past two years, creating treatment plans and providing counseling to elderly patients
with acute or chronic illnesses.
The video shows Johnson in the aisle seat on an airplane and several kids running up and down the
aisle. Johnson’s friend sits beside Johnson as several other kids are standing and talking in the rows
behind and next to them. In the video, Johnson groans and states, “I swear to God if these little
demons don’t sit down and shut up, I will throw them out of this plane, idc [I don’t care]”.
An inside source revealed that Culpepper Medical Center regularly monitors employee social media
activity and discovered the post during one of their searches. Johnson was terminated shortly after.
The Medical Center could not be reached for comment, but the source confirmed that the company
had previously released a social media policy notifying its employees that they could be fired for
social media content.
Alex Bosnick
Senior Reporter, The Weekly Chronicle
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Figure B14.
Case 2, Condition 6: Culpepper Medical Center - Job-Unrelated Post, Other-Authored Post,
Organizational Transparency.
The

Weekly
Chronicle

News

Social Media

Culpepper Medical Center Employee Fired over
Facebook Post
By Alex Bosnick | 10/7/2019 01:45 pm EDT

cmc.org

Culpepper Medical Center fired employee Pat Johnson on Monday morning after Johnson was
identified in a video posted to Facebook last Saturday. Johnson had worked as a geriatric nurse at the
Culpepper Medical Center for the past two years, creating treatment plans and providing counseling
to elderly patients with acute or chronic illnesses.
The video shows Johnson in the aisle seat on an airplane and several kids running up and down the
aisle. Johnson’s friend sits beside Johnson as several other kids are standing and talking in the rows
behind and next to them. In the video, Johnson groans and states, “I swear to God if these little
demons don’t sit down and shut up, I will throw them out of this plane, idc [I don’t care]”.
An inside source revealed that Culpepper Medical Center regularly monitors employee social media
activity and discovered the post during one of their searches. Johnson was terminated shortly after.
The Medical Center could not be reached for comment, but the source confirmed that the company
had previously released a social media policy notifying its employees that they could be fired for
social media content.
Alex Bosnick
Senior Reporter, The Weekly Chronicle
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Figure B15.
Case 2, Condition 7: Culpepper Medical Center - Job-Unrelated Post, Employee-Authored Post,
Organizational Non-Transparency.

The

Weekly
Chronicle

News

Social Media

Culpepper Medical Center Employee Fired over
Facebook Post
By Alex Bosnick | 10/7/2019 01:45 pm EDT

cmc.org

Culpepper Medical Center fired employee Pat Johnson on Monday morning after Johnson posted a
video to Facebook last Saturday. Johnson had worked as a geriatric nurse at the Culpepper Medical
Center for the past two years, creating treatment plans and providing counseling to elderly patients
with acute or chronic illnesses.
The video shows Johnson in the aisle seat on an airplane and several kids running up and down the
aisle. Johnson’s friend sits beside Johnson as several other kids are standing and talking in the rows
behind and next to them. In the video, Johnson groans and states, “I swear to God if these little
demons don’t sit down and shut up, I will throw them out of this plane, idc [I don’t care]”.
An inside source revealed that Culpepper Medical Center regularly monitors employee social media
activity and discovered the post during one of their searches. Johnson was terminated shortly after.
The Medical Center could not be reached for comment, but the source confirmed that the company
had not previously notified its employees that they could be fired for social media content.
Alex Bosnick
Senior Reporter, The Weekly Chronicle
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Figure B16
Case 2, Condition 8: Culpepper Medical Center - Job-Unrelated Post, Other-Authored Post,
Organizational Non-Transparency.
The

Weekly
Chronicle

News

Social Media

Culpepper Medical Center Employee Fired over
Facebook Post
By Alex Bosnick | 10/7/2019 01:45 pm EDT

cmc.org

Culpepper Medical Center fired employee Pat Johnson on Monday morning after Johnson was
identified in a video posted to Facebook last Saturday. Johnson had worked as a geriatric nurse at the
Culpepper Medical Center for the past two years, creating treatment plans and providing counseling
to elderly patients with acute or chronic illnesses.
The video shows Johnson in the aisle seat on an airplane and several kids running up and down the
aisle. Johnson’s friend sits beside Johnson as several other kids are standing and talking in the rows
behind and next to them. In the video, Johnson groans and states, “I swear to God if these little
demons don’t sit down and shut up, I will throw them out of this plane, idc [I don’t care]”.
An inside source revealed that Culpepper Medical Center regularly monitors employee social media
activity and discovered the post during one of their searches. Johnson was terminated shortly after.
The Medical Center could not be reached for comment, but the source confirmed that the company
had not previously notified its employees that they could be fired for social media content.
Alex Bosnick
Senior Reporter, The Weekly Chronicle
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Measures
Screening Items
The following questions are to ensure that you meet the participation criteria required for this
study. Please answer all questions honestly. Responses will remain confidential and will not be
associated with your identity. Unfortunately, if you do not meet the participation criteria, you
will not be able to participate in this study.
1. Indicate your age in years. (open text)
2. Are you fluent and literate in English?
a. Yes
b. No
3. Are you self-employed?
a. Yes
b. No
4. Select your work status.
a. Full-time employee
b. Part-time employee
c. Unemployed
d. Temporary or seasonal employee
Manipulation Checks
Please answer the following items about the article you just read.
1. Was the social media activity for which Pat was terminated job-related (i.e. relevant to
the content or performance of Pat’s job)?
a. Yes
b. No
c. I don’t know
2. Who posted the video that resulted in Pat’s termination?
a. Pat
b. Pat’s friend
c. A fellow [passenger or shopper – dependent on case]
d. I don’t know
3. Did the organization tell employees they could be fired for social media activity?
a. Yes
b. No
c. I don’t know
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Ethical Ambiguity
The following items ask about your perception of the article you just read.
1. How ethical do you think Pat’s behavior was in the Facebook post?
a. Highly ethical
b. Somewhat ethical
c. Ethically ambiguous
d. Somewhat ethical
e. Highly unethical
2. How ethical do you think other people would feel that Pat’s behavior was in the
Facebook post?
a. Highly ethical
b. Somewhat ethical
c. Ethically ambiguous
d. Somewhat ethical
e. Highly unethical
Realism
3. How realistic is it that Pat was terminated for the behavior described in the article?
a. Highly realistic
b. Somewhat realistic
c. Neither realistic nor unrealistic
d. Somewhat unrealistic
e. Highly unrealistic
Open Ended Question
1. Please provide feedback on any awkward, confusing, or unclear language, errors, issues,
or other suggested revisions below. (Open text box)
Demographics
1. Select your gender below.
a. Male
b. Female
c. Prefer not to say
2. Select your race below.
a. Asian
b. Caucasian
c. Hispanic or Latino
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d.
e.
f.
g.
h.

African American or Black
Native American
Hawaiian Native or Pacific Islander
Other
Prefer not to say

3. Indicate your age in years below (whole numbers e.g., 23). (open text)
4. Select the industry in which you work.
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.
g.
h.
i.
j.
k.
l.
m.
n.
o.
p.
q.
r.
s.
t.
u.
v.
w.
x.
y.
z.

Accommodation and Food Services
Administrative and Support Services
Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing & Hunting
Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation
Construction
Educational Services
Environment
Finance and Insurance
Government and Public Administration
Health Care and Social Assistance
Information
Management of Companies and Enterprises
Manufacturing
Military
Mining
Non-profit
Professional, Scientific, and Technical Services
Other Services
Real Estate
Religious Institutions
Retail
Technology
Transportation and Warehousing
Utilities
Wholesale Trade
Other
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Experimental Materials
Case 1 Scenario Instructions
“You are being asked to assume the role of [Participant’s name here], an employee at TrendSET
Magazine, a lifestyle magazine covering topics such as travel, culture, beauty, fashion, health
and fitness, and leisure.
On Wednesday morning, while you are checking your emails, you receive an instant message
from your coworker, Robin Pryor. Click the ‘-->' button below to read Robin’s message and
additional instructions.”
[Participants will click to open instant message]
Case 2 Scenario Instructions
“You are being asked to assume the role of [Participant’s name here], an employee at
Culpepper Medical Center, a full-service hospital devoted to patient care, education, and
research, with physicians representing over 70 medical specialties.
On Wednesday morning, while you are checking your emails, you receive an instant message
from your coworker, Robin Pryor. Click the ‘-->' button below to read Robin’s message and
additional instructions.
[Participants will click to open instant message]
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Cases 1 and 2 Experimental Stimuli
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Cases 1 and 2 Follow-Up Instructions
Case 1
“Robin’s message refers to Pat Johnson, another coworker of yours who also works at
TrendSET Magazine.
Click to the next page to view the article Robin sent you. Once you are finished reading the
article, you will be asked to answer questions about it.”
Case 2
“Robin’s message refers to Pat Johnson, another coworker of yours who also works at
Culpepper Medical Center.
Click next to view the article Robin sent you. Once you are finished reading the article, you will
be asked to answer questions about it.”
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Appendix C:
Pilot 2 Study Materials
Scenarios
Figure C1
Condition 1: Job-Related Post, Employee-Authored Post, Organizational Transparency.
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Figure C2
Condition 2: Job-Related Post, Other-Authored Post, Organizational Transparency.
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Figure C3
Condition 3: Job-Related Post, Employee-Authored Post, Organizational Non-Transparency.
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Figure C4
Condition 4: Job-Related Post, Other-Authored Post, Organizational Non-Transparency.
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Figure C5
Condition 5: Job-Unrelated Post, Employee-Authored Post, Organizational Transparency.
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Figure C6
Condition 6: Job-Unrelated Post, Other-Authored Post, Organizational Transparency.
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Figure C7.
Condition 7: Job-Unrelated Post, Employee-Authored Post, Organizational Non-Transparency.
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Figure C8
Condition 8: Job-Unrelated Post, Other-Authored Post, Organizational Non-Transparency.
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Scenario Instructions
“You are being asked to assume the role of [Participant’s name here], an employee at TrendSET
Magazine, a lifestyle magazine covering topics such as travel, culture, beauty, fashion, health
and fitness, and leisure.
On Wednesday morning, while you are checking your emails, you receive an instant message
from your coworker, Robin Pryor. Click the ‘-->' button below to read Robin’s message and
additional instructions.”
[Participants will click to open instant message]
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Experimental Stimuli
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Follow-Up Instructions
“Robin’s message refers to Pat Johnson, another coworker of yours who also works at
TrendSET Magazine.
Click to the next page to view the article Robin sent you. Once you are finished reading the
article, you will be asked to answer questions about it.”
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Measures
Screening Items
The following questions are to ensure that you meet the participation criteria required for this
study. Please answer all questions honestly. Responses will remain confidential and will not be
associated with your identity. Unfortunately, if you do not meet the participation criteria, you
will not be able to participate in this study.
5. Indicate your age in years. (open text)
6. Are you fluent and literate in English?
a. Yes
b. No
7. Are you self-employed?
a. Yes
b. No
8. Select your work status.
a. Full-time employee
b. Part-time employee
c. Unemployed
d. Temporary or seasonal employee
Manipulation Checks
Please answer the following items about the article you just read.
4. Was the social media activity for which Pat was terminated job-related (i.e. relevant to
the content or performance of Pat’s job)?
a. Yes
b. No
c. I don’t know
5. Who posted the video that resulted in Pat’s termination?
a. Pat
b. Another shopper
c. I don’t know
6. Did the organization tell employees they could be fired for social media activity?
a. Yes
b. No
c. I don’t know
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Ethical Ambiguity
The following items ask about your perception of the article you just read.
4. How ethical do you think Pat’s behavior was in the Facebook post?
a. Highly ethical
b. Somewhat ethical
c. Ethically ambiguous
d. Somewhat ethical
e. Highly unethical
5. How ethical do you think other people would feel that Pat’s behavior was in the
Facebook post?
a. Highly ethical
b. Somewhat ethical
c. Ethically ambiguous
d. Somewhat ethical
e. Highly unethical
Realism
6. How realistic is it that Pat was terminated for the behavior described in the article?
f. Highly realistic
g. Somewhat realistic
h. Neither realistic nor unrealistic
i. Somewhat unrealistic
j. Highly unrealistic
Open Ended Question
2. Please provide feedback on any awkward, confusing, or unclear language, errors, issues,
or other suggested revisions below. (Open text box)
Demographics
5. Select your gender below.
a. Male
b. Female
c. Prefer not to say
6. Select your race below.
a. Asian
b. Caucasian
c. Hispanic or Latino
d. African American or Black
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e.
f.
g.
h.

Native American
Hawaiian Native or Pacific Islander
Other
Prefer not to say

7. Indicate your age in years below (whole numbers e.g., 43). (open text)
8. Select the industry in which you work.
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.
g.
h.
i.
j.
k.
l.
m.
n.
o.
p.
q.
r.
s.
t.
u.
v.
w.
x.
y.
z.

Accommodation and Food Services
Administrative and Support Services
Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing & Hunting
Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation
Construction
Educational Services
Environment
Finance and Insurance
Government and Public Administration
Health Care and Social Assistance
Information
Management of Companies and Enterprises
Manufacturing
Military
Mining
Non-profit
Professional, Scientific, and Technical Services
Other Services
Real Estate
Religious Institutions
Retail
Technology
Transportation and Warehousing
Utilities
Wholesale Trade
Other
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Appendix D:
Pilot 3 Study Materials
Measures
Screening Items:
1. Are you fluent and literate in English?
a. Yes
b. No
2. Indicate your age in years (whole numbers only e.g., 25)
3. Select your work status.
a. Full-time employee
b. Part-time employee
c. Temporary or seasonal employee
d. Unemployed
4. Are you self-employed?
a. Yes
b. No
5. Do you currently work in the United States?
a. Yes
b. No
Job Relevance (#6, #7d-7p)
Organizational Relevance (#7a-7c)
6. Was it appropriate for the company to consider the Facebook post when making
decisions about Pat (e.g., termination decisions)?
a. Yes (explain why in text box below) (open text)
b. No (explain why in text box below) (open text)
7. Rate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each item below.
Strongly
disagree

Disagree Somewhat
disagree

Somewhat
agree

Agree

Strongly
agree

Not sure

Pat’s behavior in the Facebook post…
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.

Could harm the company’s reputation
Could harm the company’s profits
Conflict with the company’s values
Would make the company doubt Pat’s ability to perform his/her job
Would make the company doubt Pat’s credibility to perform his/her job
Would make the company doubt Pat’s judgment with respect to performing
his/her job
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g. Would make the company doubt Pat’s trustworthiness with respect to performing
his/her job
h. Make me doubt Pat’s ability to perform his/her job
i. Make me doubt Pat’s credibility to perform his/her job
j. Make me doubt Pat’s judgment to perform his/her job
k. Make me doubt Pat’s trustworthiness to perform his/her job
l. Could harm the reputation of other employees at the company (e.g., those in the
same role)
m. Is relevant for Pat’s job performance
n. Is relevant for the content of Pat’s job
o. Is illegal
p. Is unethical
8. Given Pat’s job description (below) can you provide an example of any social media
behavior/activity you feel would be appropriate for the company to consider for
termination decisions?
Job Description: Pat Johnson worked as a health and fitness editor at TrendSET
Magazine, writing and editing fitness articles, and growing TrendSET's social media
following by posting educational and inspiring content on health, fitness, and nutrition.
If you feel it is never appropriate, please write "NA" below. (Open text)
Perceptions of Facebook Firing
The next set of items asks for your general perceptions on the practice of using social media as a
basis for employee termination decisions.
9. Companies should be able to terminate employees based on their behavior on social
media outside of work.
Strongly
disagree

Disagree

Somewhat
disagree

Somewhat
agree

Agree

Strongly
agree

Not sure

a. (If somewhat agree/agree/strongly agree was selected) Explain why you agreed
with this statement:
“Companies should be able to terminate employees based on their behavior on
social media outside of work.” (Open text)
b. (If somewhat agree/agree/strongly agree was selected) Explain why you disagreed
with this statement:
“Companies should be able to terminate employees based on their behavior on
social media outside of work.” (Open text)
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10. For the following conditions, rate the extent to which you feel it is appropriate for a
company to use employee behavior on social media as a basis for termination decisions.
Never
Appropriate

Rarely
Appropriate

Sometimes Often
Almost Always
Appropriate Appropriate Appropriate

Always
Not
Appropriate Sure

When an employee…
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.
g.
h.
i.
j.
k.
l.
m.
n.
o.
p.
q.
r.
s.

Posts about work topics (e.g., job conditions, management, company)
Posts about customers, clients, or charges (e.g., patients, students, etc.)
Posts about non-work topics
Posts confidential or proprietary information
Is "friends" with any company members (e.g., coworkers, supervisors)
Is not "friends" with any company members (e.g., coworkers, supervisors)
Posts from a company account
Posts on a public personal account
Posts on a private personal account
Posts in a private space (e.g., at home)
Posts in a public space (e.g., street, gym, park, restaurant)
Has a post go "viral" (i.e. spread quickly, widely, and to a number of people
through the internet and social media sites)
Posts about engaging in illegal behavior (e.g., drug use, child/elder/animal abuse)
Posts while working
Posts during non-work time
Knows the company will be using social media for termination decisions
Does not know the company will be using social media for termination decisions
Is the subject of a friend, spouse, or relative’s post
Is the subject of a stranger’s post (e.g., in a public space)

Demographics
11. Select your gender.
a. Male
b. Female
c. Prefer not to say
12. Select your race.
a. Asian
b. Caucasian
c. Hispanic or Latino
d. African American or Black
e. Native American
f. Hawaiian Native or Pacific Islander
g. Other
h. Prefer not to say
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13. Select the industry in which you work.
a. Accommodation and Food Services
b. Administrative and Support Services
c. Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing & Hunting
d. Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation
e. Construction
f. Educational Services
g. Environment
h. Finance and Insurance
i. Government and Public Administration
j. Health Care and Social Assistance
k. Information
l. Management of Companies and Enterprises
m. Manufacturing
n. Military
o. Mining
p. Non-profit
q. Professional, Scientific, and Technical Services
r. Other Services
s. Real Estate
t. Religious Institutions
u. Retail
v. Technology
w. Transportation and Warehousing
x. Utilities
y. Wholesale Trade
z. Other
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Appendix E:
Main Study Materials
Informed Consent
THE CITY UNIVERSITY OF NEW YORK
Baruch College
Psychology Department
INTERNET-BASED INFORMED CONSENT SCRIPT
Title of Research Study: #Facebook Fired
Principal Investigator: Rachel Omansky, M.S., M.Phil. in Industrial-Organizational
Psychology
Faculty Advisor: Harold Goldstein, PhD in Industrial-Organizational Psychology
Thank you for considering participating in this study!
•

•

•
•

•

•

You are being asked to participate in this research study because you are 18 years of age
or older, fluent and literate in English, work in the United States, are employed full
time, and are not self-employed. The purpose of this research study is to examine
employee perceptions of other employees’ social media activity and organizations'
consideration of this activity in their decision-making processes.
A reason for you to participate in this study is to contribute to a body of research designed
to provide guidance to organizations and employees on how to navigate employee social
media use. You may not want to participate in this study to maintain your privacy and
confidentiality regarding your perceptions of organizations’ consideration of employee
social media activity for decision-making.
If you agree to participate, we will ask you to assume the role of an employee in an
organization, read a short article, provide your opinions and perceptions about the article
and those described in the article, and provide basic demographic information.
There is minimal risk associated with participation in this study. The primary risk
associated with your participation in this study is breach of confidentiality, as responses
are submitted online. To minimize these risks and protect participant confidentiality, data
will be collected via Qualtrics.com, an encrypted survey platform. Data will be deidentified and analyzed in aggregate once data collection has been completed and only key
personnel will have access to it. You are able to skip any questions you do not wish to
answer or withdraw from the study at any time. If you are uncomfortable or bothered as a
result of this study, contact Rachel Omansky, the principal investigator. See below for a
description of how confidentiality will be protected.
There are no direct benefits to you as a participant in this study. However, your
participation in this study will contribute to understanding of organizational use of
employee social media and to offer guidance to organizations regarding navigating
employee social media use.
Upon completion of this survey, participants will receive $2.00 in compensation.
Participants may only participate once. To receive compensation, participants must
provide a form of identifying information at the end of the survey through which they
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•

•

•

can receive compensation (i.e. venmo username, paypal username, email address, or phone
number). Participants who provide venmo or paypal usernames will be compensated
directly through these apps. Participants who provide email addresses or phone numbers
will be contacted to determine their preferred alternative method of payment (e.g., Amazon
gift card). This identifying information will solely be used for compensation purposes. This
information will be disassociated from responses upon completion of data collection and
deleted three months after data collection has ended.
You may decide not to participate at any without prejudice, penalty, or loss of benefits to
which you are otherwise entitled. If you wish to withdraw from the study, you may exit the
survey at any time. If you wish to withdraw and exclude your data from the study, you may
exit the survey at any time and email the principal investigator at
romansky@gradcenter.cuny.edu to indicate your withdrawal and request to have your data
excluded. Participants who wish to withdraw must do so after reading and indicating their
agreement or disagreement with the informed consent form to be eligible for compensation.
As some participants may be referred to this study through other participants, the principal
investigator may not have access to all participants' contact information. Thus, those that
choose to withdraw from the study and are eligible for compensation must email the
principal investigator at romansky@gradcenter.cuny.edu with their preferred identifying
information to receive compensation and will be paid via their preferred method upon
receipt of this information. Alternatively, participants may click through to the end of the
study, provide their compensation information in the survey, and email the principal
investigator to have their data excluded. This identifying information will solely be used
for compensation purposes. This information will be disassociated from responses upon
completion of data collection and deleted three months after data collection has ended.
We will take the greatest amount of care to maintain the confidentiality of any information
that is collected during this research study. Participants will be asked to provide their first
name at the beginning of the study to embed their name into the survey in order to enhance
its realism. This information will not be visible to any other participants be deleted as soon
as data collection has been completed. Participants will be asked to provide identifying
information of their choosing at the end of the study, which will be used to compensate
them. Data obtained from you will be collected via survey on Qualtrics.com. Upon
downloading data, the researchers will protect your confidentiality by securely storing all
data on a password-protected computer, encrypting the data, and aggregating data for
analysis. Further, identifying information will be disassociated from responses once data
collection has been completed and stored separately for three months after data collection
has concluded for the sole purpose of maintaining compensation records. We will disclose
this information only with your permission or as required by law. The research team,
authorized CUNY staff, and government agencies that oversee this type of research may
have access to research data and records in order to monitor the research. Research records
provided to authorized, non-CUNY individuals will not contain identifiable information
about you. Publications and/or presentations that result from this study will not identify
you by name and will be reported in aggregate.
The information we collect from you as part of this study will not be used or distributed
for future research.
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Your participation in this research is voluntary. If you have any questions, you can contact the
principal investigator, Rachel Omansky, at romansky@gradcenter.cuny.edu or this study’s faculty
advisor, Harold Goldstein, at Harold.Goldstein@baruch.cuny.edu. If you have any questions about
your rights as a research participant or if you would like to talk to someone other than the
researchers, you can contact CUNY Research Compliance Administrator at 646-664-8918 or
HRPP@cuny.edu.
Statement of Consent:
“I have read the above description of this research and I understand it. I have been informed of the
risks and benefits involved, and all my questions have been answered to my satisfaction.
Furthermore, I have been assured that the principal investigator of the research study will also
answer any future questions I may have. I voluntarily agree to participate in this study.
By checking the box below, I have not waived any of my legal rights to which I would otherwise
be entitled.
I am aware that I can print this page to keep a copy of this statement.”
I agree to participate in this study.
I do not agree to participate in this study.

196

SURVIVOR REACTIONS TO FACEBOOK FIRING
Recruitment Statements
Broadcast Email:
Subject: Participants Needed for Survey on Employee Social Media Use
Hi all,
I am writing to request your participation in a research study examining employee perceptions of
other employees’ social media use. This study is part of a larger dissertation aimed at providing
guidance to companies on how to handle employee social media use.
Participants will complete a ~10-15-minute survey in which they will read a short article,
provide their perceptions of the article, and answer basic demographic questions.
Participants must be:
• full-time employees who work in the United States
• aged 18 years or older
• fluent and literate in English
• not self-employed
Participants will receive $2.00 for their participation and may only participate once.
If interested, please click here:

https://baruch.az1.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV_5v7stdq3CJWsZbD
Please forward this email to anyone else who you think may be interested in and eligible to
participate. All referrals are greatly appreciated!!
If you have any questions, please contact the researcher, Rachel Omansky, at
romansky@gradcenter.cuny.edu
Rachel Omansky, M.S., M.Phil.
Doctoral Candidate in Industrial-Organizational Psychology
Baruch College & The Graduate Center, CUNY
Social Media Recruitment Statement:
Hi everyone,
Seeking participants to help me complete my final dissertation study!! If you’re interested, please
click the link below. Any help would be greatly appreciated.
Survey Link: https://baruch.az1.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV_5v7stdq3CJWsZbD
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What: Complete a ~10 min survey on perceptions of employees’ social media use. Participants
will read a short article, provide perceptions of the article, and answer basic demographic
questions. Participants will receive $2.00 for their participation.
Who: Full-time employees who work in the U.S., are 18+ years old, fluent/literate in English,
and aren’t self-employed.
When: By Wednesday, May 27th
Please share with anyone else who you think may be interested in/eligible to participate. All
referrals are appreciated!
Questions?
Contact: Rachel Omansky, M.S., M.Phil. at romansky@gradcenter.cuny.edu
Doctoral Candidate in Industrial-Organizational Psychology
Baruch College & The Graduate Center, CUNY
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Main Study Final Scenarios
Figure E1
Condition 1: Job-Related Post, Employee-Authored Post, Organizational Transparency.
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Figure E2
Condition 2: Job-Related Post, Other-Authored Post, Organizational Transparency.
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Figure E3
Condition 3: Job-Related Post, Employee-Authored Post, Organizational Non-Transparency.
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Figure E4
Condition 4: Job-Related Post, Other-Authored Post, Organizational Non-Transparency.
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Figure E5
Condition 5: Job-Unrelated Post, Employee-Authored Post, Organizational Transparency.
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Figure E6
Condition 6: Job-Unrelated Post, Other-Authored Post, Organizational Transparency.
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Figure B7
Condition 7: Job-Unrelated Post, Employee-Authored Post, Organizational Non-Transparency.
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Figure E8
Condition 8: Job-Unrelated Post, Other-Authored Post, Organizational Non-Transparency.
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Scenario Instructions
“You are being asked to assume the role of [Participant’s name here], an employee at TrendSET
Magazine, a lifestyle magazine covering topics such as travel, culture, beauty, fashion, health
and fitness, and leisure.
On Wednesday morning, while you are checking your emails, you receive an instant message
from your coworker, Robin Pryor. Click the ‘-->' button below to read Robin’s message and
additional instructions.”
[Participants will click to open instant message]
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Experimental Stimuli
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Follow-Up Instructions
“Robin’s message refers to Pat Johnson, another coworker of yours who also works at
TrendSET Magazine.
Click to the next page to view the article Robin sent you. Once you are finished reading the
article, you will be asked to answer questions about it.”
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Measures
Instructions
You just read an article about your company (TrendSET Magazine) terminating your coworker,
Pat Johnson, because of a Facebook post. Based on this article, please rate the extent to which
you agree or disagree with each statement. Be sure to consider all aspects of Pat’s termination.
Survivor Fairness Perceptions
Perceived Overall Fairness Scale – adapted from Ambrose & Schminke’s (2009) Personal
Justice Experiences Subscale
Response Options: 5-point Likert Scale (1 = Strongly disagree; 5 = Strongly agree)
Original items
Adapted items
1. Overall, I’m treated fairly by my organization. 1. Overall, Pat was treated fairly by my
company.
2. In general, I can count on this organization to 2. In general, Pat can count on my company to
be fair.
be fair.
3. In general, the treatment I receive around here 3. In general, the treatment Pat received at my
is fair.
company was fair.

Organizational Justice Dimensions (Colquitt, 2001)
Response Options: 5-point Likert scale (1 = Strongly disagree; 5 = Strongly agree)
Procedural Justice
The following items refer to the social media termination procedures used to arrive at Pat’s
termination.
Original items
1. Have you been able to express your views and
feelings during those procedures?
2. Have you had influence over the (outcome)
arrived at by those procedures?
3. Have those procedures been applied
consistently?
4. Have those procedures been free of bias?

Adapted items
1. Pat was able to express his/her views and
feelings during the termination process.
2. Pat had influence over the termination arrived
at by the company’s termination process.
3. The company’s termination procedures were
applied consistently.
4. The company’s termination process was free
of bias.
5. Not included

5. Have you been able to appeal the (outcome)
arrived at by those procedures?
6. Have those procedures been based on accurate 6. The company’s termination procedures were
information?
based on accurate information.
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Original items
7. Have those procedures upheld ethical and
moral standards?

Adapted items
7. The company’s termination procedures
upheld ethical and moral standards.

Distributive Justice
The following items refer to Pat’s termination due to the Facebook post.
Original items
1. Does your (outcome) reflect the effort you have
put into your work?
2. Is your (outcome) appropriate for the work you
have completed?
3. Does your (outcome) reflect what you have
contributed to the organization?
4. Is your (outcome) justified, given your
performance?

Adapted items
1. Not included
2. Pat’s termination was appropriate, given Pat’s
behavior in the Facebook post.
3. Not included
4. Pat’s termination was justified, given Pat’s
behavior in the Facebook post.

Interpersonal Justice
The following items refer to how your company treated Pat during the termination process.
1.
2.
3.
4.

Original items
Has (he/she) treated you in a polite manner?
Has (he/she) treated you with dignity?
Has (he/she) treated you with respect?
Has (he/she) refrained from improper remarks
or comments?

Adapted items
1.
2.
3.
4.

Not included
My company treated Pat with dignity.
My company treated Pat with respect.
My company refrained from making improper
remarks or comments about Pat.

Informational Justice
The following items refer to your company’s actions (i.e. terminating Pat because of the
Facebook post).
Original items
1. Has (he/she) been candid in (his/her)
communications with you?
2. Has (he/she) explained the procedures
thoroughly?
3. Were (his/her) explanations regarding the
procedures reasonable?

Adapted items
1. My company was candid in their
communications with Pat about social media
terminations.
2. My company explained its social media
termination procedures thoroughly.
3. My company’s explanations about its social
media termination procedures were
reasonable.
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Original items
4. Has (he/she) communicated details in a timely
manner?
5. Has (he/she) seemed to tailor (his/her)
communications to individuals’ specific needs

Adapted items
4. My company communicated details about
social media terminations in a timely manner.
5. Not included

Privacy Invasion Perceptions (Alge et al., 2006)
Response Options: 5-point Likert Scale (1 = Strongly disagree; 5 = Strongly agree)
Consider your company’s social media policies and practices (i.e. monitoring, collecting, and
using information from social media) with respect to terminating Pat.
Perceived Legitimacy:
Original items
1. I feel that my organization’s information
policies and practices are an invasion of
privacy.
2. I feel uncomfortable about the types of personal
information that my organization collects.
3. The way that my organization monitors its
employee makes me feel uneasy.
4. I feel personally invaded by the methods used
by my organization to collect personal
information.
5. I have little reason to be concerned about my
privacy here in my organization (R)

Adapted items
1. I feel that my company’s social media
termination policies and practices were an
invasion of Pat’s privacy. (R)4
2. I feel uncomfortable about the types of personal
information that my company collected about
Pat. (R)
3. The way that my company monitored Pat’s
social media makes me feel uneasy. (R)
4. I feel Pat was personally invaded by the
methods used by my company to collect his/her
personal information. (R)
5. Pat has little reason to be concerned about
privacy here in the company.

Information Gathering Control:
Original items
1. I am able to keep my organization from
collecting personal information about me that
I would like to keep secret.
2. I determine the types of information that my
organization can store about me.

Adapted items
1. Pat was able to keep my company from
collecting personal information about him/her
2. Pat could determine the types of information
that my company could store about him/her

4

In Alge et al.’s original Perceived Legitimacy subscale, item 5 is reversed to be consistent with the remaining
subscale items. As all subscale items are averaged to calculate a privacy scale score, the first four items of the
Perceived Legitimacy subscale were instead reversed to be consistent with the positively framed items in the other
two subscales. Thus, in the present study a higher subscale average indicated lower privacy invasion perceptions.
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Original items
3. I am completely satisfied that I am able to
keep my organization from collecting
personal information about me that I want to
keep from them.
4. I am satisfied in my ability to control the
types of personal information that my
organization collects on me.

Adapted items
3. Not included

4. Pat could control the types of personal
information that my company collected on
him/her.

Information Handling Control:

1.

2.
3.

4.

Original items
My organization always seeks my approval
concerning how it uses my personal
information.
My organization respects my right to control
who can see my personal information.
My organization allows me to decide how my
personal information can be released to
others.
I control how my personal information is used
by my organization.

Adapted items
1. My company sought Pat’s approval
concerning how it used his/her personal
information.
2. My company respected Pat’s right to control
who could see his/her personal information.
3. My company allowed Pat to decide how
his/her personal information was released to
others.
4. Pat controlled how his/her personal
information on social media was used by my
company.

Organizational Trust (adapted from Jain & Sinha, 2005)
Response Options: 5-point Likert scale (1 = Strongly disagree; 5 = Strongly agree)
Rate your level of agreement or disagreement with each item:
Original items
1. I am not sure I fully trust my employer.
2. My employer is open and up-front with me.
3. I believe my employer has a high integrity.
4. In general, I believe my employer’s motives
and intentions are good.
5. My employer is not always honest and truthful.
6. I do not think my employer treats me fairly. (R)
7. I can expect my employer to treat me in a
consistent and predictable manner.

Adapted items
1. I am not sure I fully trust my company. (R)
2. My company is open and up-front with
employees.
3. I believe my company has high integrity.
4. In general, I believe my company’s motives
and intentions are good.
5. I expect my company to be honest and truthful
with employees.
6. I do not think my company would treat me
fairly. (R)
7. I can expect my company to treat me in a
consistent and predictable manner.
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Exploratory Measures
Participant Social Media Use
Social Media Site Usage (adapted from Drouin et al., 2015)
Indicate how frequently you use each of the following social media sites
Response Options: 0 = Never, 8 = Several times a day
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

Facebook
Twitter
Instagram
LinkedIn
Snapchat
Reddit
Tumblr
YouTube
Pinterest

General Social Media Usage (adapted from Rosen et al., 2013)
You indicated that you use one or more social media sites (Facebook, Twitter, Instagram,
LinkedIn, or Snapchat). Indicate how frequently you engage in each of the following behaviors
when using social media.
Response Options: 0 = Never, 8 = Several times a day
Original items
1. Read social media postings.
2. Comment on social media postings, status
updates, photos, etc.
3. Click “Like” to a social media posting, photo,
etc.
4. Check Facebook page or other social networks.
5. Browse social media profiles and photos.
6. Post social media status updates
7. (item 7 split into two items)
8. Post social media photos of others
9. (item 8 split into two items)

Adapted items
1. Read social media postings
2. Comment on social media postings, status
updates, photos, etc.
3. Click “Like” to a social media posting, photo,
etc.
4. Check personal social media pages or profiles
5. Browse others’ social media pages and profiles
6. Post social media updates about yourself
7. Post social media updates about others
8. Post social media photos of yourself
9. Post social media photos of others
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